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. the Department of Labor on somé substantial issues was for limited.

\1 . . .
o,

' . \ ‘
/  OVERVIEW >

~

The Youth Employment and Demonstration ﬁroje&ts Act introduced
four pew, programs intended to expand and improve the quality
of youth employment and training activities. The desired
improvements included greater involvement of community based
groups, unions and the private sector in delivery of gervices,
more structured and supervised work experience enriched by
counseling, occupational information and other support and_
increased coordination with the education system.

. PR , )
The employment an&\trainihg system charged with the expansion
and improvement of local youth services consists of more than

+ 470 State and local units of government or prime sponsors ‘which

are granted funds through ten regional offices of the Department
of Labor, within parameters established in regulations and
policy gquidances issued by the Office of Youth Programs’ in the
Employment and Training Administration. The prime sponsors vary
greatly in their economic conditions, capacities, interests and
perspectives. The regional offices of the Department also have
decisionmaking latitude within the nationally established para-
meters. This flexibility is intended td permit adaptation to
varying local and regional conditions, The .performance of the
employment and training system in achieving its mandate is thus
the aggregation of varying developments in difﬁerent.areag '
facing different conditions, as well as the cummulative reflaction ¢
of'ﬁ number of decisionmakers at all levels. '

Implementation in most prime sponsors did not occur until March .
of 1978, and planhing. for Fiscal 1979 followed quickly afterward.

This analysis concentrates on this tumultuous period, It finds

that the programs were put in bPlace achieving most objectives,

that they, in ‘fact, had some spillover effects on other programs,

but that the different elements took hold at different paces, A
For instance, prime sponsors sought to achieve greater cooperation
with local education agencies and were sdccessful, but the needed
information for substantial change on the education side filtered
through its decentralized government structure at a slower rate,
Several conflicting trends are in evidence, - The inertia of 'standard
®perating procedures was a constant drag on institutional cHange,

Some elements, on the other hand, took time to work out and could

not occur until Fiscal 1979. ‘Stabilization permitted lessons to

be learned and new approaches and improvements, On the other hand,
once the funds were committed, some of 'the momentum for .change /.
ceased and new vested interest groups were created. Guidance from

or delayed, while subsequent interpretations of thé regulations
increased clarity but alsp tightened the net .0f control, These
dynamic processes are critically important and occurred with
different.effects in different areas.
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This set of case stpdies and the accompanying overview seek to
N . capture both the diversity of experience and to generalize about

the overall developments, at the operating level. The Local Focus,

on Youth' describes and analyses .the eXperiencés of 37 prime —

sponsors in implementing the Youth Employment and ﬁrainlﬁg Programs

and Youth Community Conservation and Improvement Projects during ,
'\ £jscal 1978. ° . ) .

* < The case studies which follow the overvidw analysis reflect the }
variability of expPerience across the Nation4‘ In some localities,
YEDPA provided the impetus and resources for major changes, . .. ___. |
m——affeeting all CETA operations including the Summer Youth Employment

Program. In other areas, it was simply business as usual with ¢
nominal efforts to meet Federal guidelines. Regulations, directives

\y.and designs which had positive @ acts in some settings had nega-

“tive ones in others. The case-Studies clearly rgflect the

~d&fficulty of generalization about programs, p ime sponsors.and
appropriate Federal policies.

-

This volume is one of the products of the "knowledge development”
effort implemented under the mandate of the Youth Employment

and Demonstration Projects Act of 1977. The knowledge development
effort consists of hundreds of separate research, evaluation. and
demonstration activities which will.result in literally thousands of
written products. The activities have been structured from the
outset so that each is self-standing but also irterrelated with a
host of other activities. The framework is presented in A &nowledge
Development Plan for the Youth Employmdnt and Demonstration Projects
Act of 1977, A Knowledge Development Plan for the Youth TInitiatives
Fiscal 1979, and Completing the Youth Agenda: A Plan for‘Kﬂoyledqe
Developmént, Dissemination and Application in Fiscal 1980. B

Information is available or will be coming available fiom the various
knowledge ‘development activities to help resolve an almost limitlessg
array of issues, but answers_ to policy questions will usually require

" integration and synthesis from a number of scparate products, which,
in turn, will depend on knowledge and availability of these products.
A major shortcoming of past rescarch, evaluation and demonstration
activity has been the .failure to organize and disscminate the pro-
ducts adequately to assure the full exploitation of the findings.

The magnitude and structure of the youth knowlcdge development effort
puts a premium on organization and dissemination

As part of its knowledge development mandate, therefore, the Office
of Youth Programs of the Department of ILabor will organize, publish
and disseminate the written products of all major rescarch, cvalua-

. tion and demonstration activities supported directly by or mounted

in conjunction with the knowledge devclopment eoffort. Some of the
same products may. also be published and disseminated throeugh other
channels, hut they will.be included in, the structured series of

Youth Knowledge Development Reports in order to facilitate access

and Integration. . g '
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’ -EggﬁYoutb_Knowledge Development Reports, of which thié is one, are.
divided into twelve broad categories:

[

.

1. Know%gdge‘Development Framework: The products in this
catgggry are concerned with the structure of knowledge development
,-act}yltles, the assessment methodologies which are cmployed, vali-
Qatlog o? measurcment instruments, the translation of knowledge
into policy, and the strategy for disscTinating findings. 2

-

2. Researéﬁ on Youth Employment and Emp109ability Develop-

4

ment: 'The—products“in~thisgga%egorywrepresent,analyses.of.existing
data, presentation of f ndings from new data sources, special
studies on dimensions of youth labor market problems and policy
analyses.. ' . % ' v

3. Program Evaluations: The products in this category include
impact, process and benefit-cost evaluations of youth programs in-
cluding the Summer Youth Employment Program, Job Corps, the Young
Adult Conservation Corps, Youth Employment and Training Programs,
Youth Community Conservation and Improvement Proyécts, and the
Targeted Jobs Tax Credit.

%’ 14
4. Service and Participant Mix: The evaluab{g;s and demonstras
tions summarized in this category concern the mat ing of different
types of youth wity different service combinations.. [This involves
experiments with drk vs. work plus.remediation vs. straight reme-

“ diation as treatment options. It also includes attempts to mix
disadvantaged and more affluent patticipants, 38 well as, youth with
older workers. . - . Y )

5. pgducation and Training Approaches: The products in this

category present the findings of structured experiments to test the

impact and:effectiveness of various education and vocational training

advantaged, alternative, education app Saches and advanced career,
training. .
| .
6. Pre-Employment and Transition Services: The products in
\§his category present the findings of structured experiments tao
test the impact and effectiveness of school-to+work transition
‘activities;—vocational exploration, job+search assistande and other
efforts to better prepare youth for labor fmarket success. .

approaches including specific\educati;g methodologies for the dis~

Y
Y

‘v

7. Youth Work Experience: The products in this category
address the organization of work activities, their.output, pro-
ductive roles for youth and the impacts of various employment .
approaches. ‘ . : :

v

i * Pt

n Issues: This category includes crosscutting
analyses of the practicgl lessons concerning "how-to-da-it." :
Issues such as learning gurves, replication processes and pro-
grammatic "batting avera es" will be .addressed under this category,
as well as the comegiifi e advantages of alternative delivery agents.

8. Implementa

*

y T
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9. Desigh and Organizational Alternatives: The products in
this category represent assessments of demonstrations of alternative
program and delivery arrangements such as consolidation, year-round
preparation for summer programming, the use of incentives and multi-
year tracking of individuals. ¢

-
L]

>

10. Special Needs Groups: The products in this category N
present findings bn the special;ﬁrbbfbm§“of“aﬁd‘édapfafidﬁé“ﬁééapd
for .significant segments including minorities, young mothers, )
troubled youth, Indochinese refugees and the handicapped. ’

: . .< .

11. Innovative Approaches: The products in this category °
present the findings of those activities designed to explore new
approaches. The subjects covered include the Youth Incentive - — -
Entitlement Pilot Projegts, private sector initiatives, the national
youth service experiment, and energy initiatives in weatheriza- ~
tion, low-Head hydroelgctric dam restoration, windpower and .the like.

-
>

12. - Institutional Linkages: The products in this category
will include studies of institutional arrangements and linkages
as well as assessments of demonstration activities to encourage
such linkages with education, volunteer groups, drug abuse agencies
and handicapped youth serving institutions.

In ‘each of these knowledge development cajegories, there will -be

a range of discrete demonstration, research and evaluation ’
activities 'focused on different policy, program and analytical
issues. For instance, all experimental demonstrationiprojects davg
both process and impact evaluations, frequently underfjaken by
different evaluation agents. Findings will be published as they
become available 5o thatSthere will usually be a series of reports

as evidence accumulates. To organize these products, each publication
is classified in one of the twelve broad knowledge development
dategories, described in terms of the more specific issue, activity
or cluster of activities to'which it is addressed, with an identifier
of the product and what it recpresents relative to other products in
the demonstration. Hence, the multiple products under a knowledgé
‘development activity are closely interrelated and the activities

in each broad cluster have significant interconnections. /

- &
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This report by the National Council on Employment Policy is tbe)
third in a series of four reports which include: Inigial Youth
Employment and Demonstration Projects Act (YEDPA) Experience at-.

. the Local Level, the Unfolding Youth -Initiatives, and Youth and
the Local Employment Agenda: While the fourth report summarizes
much of the information in the .first‘three volumes, the complete
'set of studies provides a fuller picture of the ,process oOf
implementation and then stabilizationééggéhese new prime sponsor

e

programs., Other reports in the "prog valuations" category
prov1de further perspective on the effe tiveness of prime sponsors
in implementing these programs. Basic data are provided in the
report from the Continuous Longitudinal Manpower Survey,
Characteristics of Enrollees Under Age 22 Who Entered CETA Programs'
During Fiscal Year 1978. Office of Youth Programs assessments of
the YETP. and YCCIP experience are provided 1n Youth Initiatives
and A Foundation for the 1980's ’ . .

\

’ e ROBERT TAGGART -
- ~Administrator : N
Office of Youth Programs

ro ' S

'
o~

- .

Y




POEEEEEN
.\ ' OVERVIEW -

PART ONE:

-

* PART TWO:

THE OVERALL PICTURD

CONTENTS

g

’

Summary of. Findings and Recommendations

YEDPA Program Experience in Fiscal Year 1978

The Evolving Roles of Local Education

Agencies in Local Manpower Programs in

Youth

. YEDPA Cliiyts in 1978
\
Interaction of YEDPA and SPEDY
Local Accountability

~—The Difficulties of Spendlng on Target

in 1978

Plannlng'fér 1979 ,

The Dynamlcs of Local Change

The Local Perspectlve

Prime Sponsor Staff Stablllty
The Role of the Regional Offlces

CASE STUD{ES

er Kobrak
Gretchen Maclachlan
Paul Osterman .-
Randall Ripley
Myron Roomkin

R. C. Smith’_
Bonnie Snedeker
John Walsh '

~

LS .

: Connecticutz

'Texaé/New Mexico”’
Michigan™ .
Georgg§/ :
Massachusetts *
ohid -

"Illinois<

North Carolina-
bregon/Washihgton’

.Californiars .‘“,

&,

L

.

A-1
B-1
¢c-1
D-1
E-1

G-1-

H;P .
I-1



. .
. «
. ' /7
’ .
.
N -
e N

“

" SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS - /7

N * L TN

‘ The YEDPA programs that CETA prime sponsors conducted in fiscal
1978 were abbreviated, not really getting underway Gntil the end of the
second quarter.: Because of that and other one-time conditions¢”the first
year experience is inconclusive. Planning efforts were pressured by a rushed
implementation schedule and confusion over funding levels, Operations -
. frequently lagged because of the challenge of findimMy new program delivery
o agents, working out cooperative agreements with local schools, and identifying
+ and developing work experience sites. Because experie in fiscal 1978 was
" short and .probably atypical, it cannot be used reliably as a basis for much
% change_in policy... YEDPA needs more time before national policymakers should
attempt to change basic policies. However, some administrative tinkering
does seem justified. ' - ’ :

. (1) CETA-LEA Agreements. 'One of the central goals of YEDPA is to
encourage cooperation between CETA prime sponsors and M%Fa1 educatjon agencies
(LEAs). It is hoped that closer prime sponsor-LEA relafionships will harrow
the guM between employment and training activities and education activities,
enhance the ®ducatign ands employability prospects for school leavers, and
enrich the in-school experience for youth who might otherwise drop out. -

| In the first year, joint agreements between CETA prime sponsors and
scHopls were negotiated. Most prpgrams under the agreements were implemented,
. but because 'of late starts, ran only briefly. The prevailfing pattern is to-
= /-\j§ontinue the programs through a full academic year before making major changes.
The Department of Labor oughf to resist the temiptation to push
CETA-LEA cooperétion any faster and continue to refrain from putting pressure
on prime sponsors. A full academic_year of experience seems reasonable and
< necessary beforé LEAs will yil]inq1y accept.much change. '

-

1 4 3
Procedural incompatibilities between prime sponsors and local schools,
such as different planning.and budget cycles, and’ CETA funding uncertainty
appear only to hinder CETA-LEA cooperation; they do not prohibit it. The
serious conflicts arise because of LEA resistance to-awarding~academic credit
for YEDPA activities and targeting YEDPA services within.sch?a1s.
> .

YEDPA programs have succeeded in Butting on the local school agenda
the question of awarding academic credit for'work experience and career «
exploration activities. ‘But the task of determining what experience should
be awarded academic credit falls primarily on the schools. It js'not realistic

. to expect local sponsors to be much more than catalysts in coaxing s¢hools in
"the appropriate direction. The Department of Labor should-take steps to assure
. that encouragement, technical assistance and program models for awarding
~ academic credit are- filtered down to jocal schools from the education side -
: of the federal establishmenfl : :
e i ; N . (/
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While th current regulations governing activities under LEA

agreements do not prohibit schools from enrolling "non-eligiblie" youth in

activities other than work experience, the Department of Labor" discourages

it. But, targeting by income, a central element in the youth programs, is

not widely accepted by school administrators. They gbject to it on Political

grounds, because keeping students out of activities merely on the basis of

family income is not popular amon§ the students who were kept out and may

. stigma}yize the youth whor participate. Admindstrators object on substantive
grounds because they do not see family income as a valid indicator of need

. for employability development services. b <
. The CETA reulations going into effect April 1, 1979, of Eourse,
h prohibit youths not meeting the income eligibility criteria from particjpating
:

in ‘work experience and some related employability development activities.
But they explicitly permit those youths to receive,counse]ing,'qccupdtiona]
~ information, and placement- services. Since targeting provisions generally
present one more source of -tension in prime sponsor-LEA relations, the’
Department of Labor should engourage prime sponsors to permit LEAs to take .
advantage of the relaxed quidelines where such a strategy will facilitate ‘ l

prime sponsor-LEA cooperation. -

(2) YEDPA Clients. In order to get the biggest bang for the buck,

v YEDPA services should be going to those most in need. Overall enfollment data - .
indicates that is indeed the case. But, .there is not much evidence that . .
sponsors aré establishing special out-reach procedures to enroll certain target
groups they select, such as handicapped or juvenile offenders. There is also
not much ekidence that, having established target groups for special attention,
sponsors adapt servicgs to meet the specia®™ needs of those groups. *The
Department of Labor should go further in asking sponsors to (1) explain the’

~ steps they will take to assure that persors within target groups are enrolled,
and5§2) explain the procedural or programmatic adaptations made to assure that

clients in the target groups receive the s%[yices they need. .

w

: ¢.As intended, YETP enrollments are predtﬂﬁnaht]y in=school youth,

while YCCIP enrollments are predominantly out-of-school youth. However, due

to the heavy emphasis in YCCIP projects on activities producing tangible

outputs, they are dominated by traditionally-male “occupations -~ construction,

~ maintenance, and landscaping. This pattern has resulted in under-enrollment of

females, even despite the extra efforts of a few sponsors to place young women

- in the.traditionally-male occupations. Short of changing legisiatiag to

. de-emphasiZe the production of tangible outputs in YCCIP, the Department of ™
Labor should identify and support local outreach/intake models that have been
successtul in increasing femaie enrollments in non-traditional occupations, ,
’ T\and urge other sponsors to adopt similar procedures. )

\
\
|
l
. ' N |
(3) YEDPA and the Summer Youth Programs. In qrder to improve the

traditfonal summer youth program, the Department of Labor encouraged prime 1

sponsors to link it with YCCIP and YETP -activities. With few exceptigns,

Jocal sponsdrs did just that. The result was that the summer program, which

previously had been almost exclusively work experience of uncertain value,

Mncluded career exploration and other labor market services. There are

#

signs, however, that except for the jobs held by youths employed year=round,

. ¢
. . [IRY - [
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the 1978 summer jobs themselves were ‘similar in quality to those in previous
years. It also appears that the enriched programs are not as appealing as
straight work experience to youths who just want a summer job. Since it
appears that work experience is an essential ingredient for the summer youth
program, but enriched services are not, the Department of Labor should put

an emphasis first on assuring the quality of summer jobs, and then on developing
auxillary services. But if SPEDY continues to serve a predominately in-school
population, the Department of Labor should encourage sponsors to provide
auxillary services as much as possible during the school year.

-

. (4) Acéountabi]ity. PF{me Sponsors are he1d~dccountab1e to both
fedefal and local_officials, on matters of compliance E: regulations and the

law. But there is 1ittle accountability for the effects of programs on the

‘employability of clients. Because such effects are difficult to assess, -

* because there are -few rewards for evaluating thgm,‘aﬁﬁ because such evdluation
costs in time and resources, there. js 1ittle incentive- fof sponsors to shoulder
.the burden for that kind of accountability.. Despite this atmosphere which, it
might be expected, would discourage prime"sbonsqr innovation and experimentation,
many are attempting new.strategies and documentihg'the/?g§uixs. But the o
increasing -public attention.on ¥raud and abuse in CETA may squeeze out those ¢
attempts. N . : ~

) ' .

If the Department of Labor wants to'encourage more innovation and
experimentation and a willingness on the part of sponsors to assure responsibility
for program results, it should considar a system of incentives for such activities,

to make . them worthwhile. R p3

. (5) Spending in 1978. Dunin§$fisca1 1978 prime_gponsors struggled to
« get YEDPA off to a (late) start, and*during the summer tried to pace the spending
so that they could carry 27 percent gfStheir 1978 allocations into 1979. They
succeeded with only minor disruption® ° There was 1ittle that the Department
of Labor could do to either foresee or control the events that dictated a
sizeable carry-in. However, the spending message% were not transmitted uniformly
~ nor clearly to the local sponsor. This caused unnecessary confusion. The
Department of Labor ought to review the procedures for transmitting information
to local sponsors and make the necessary changes so that sponsors can be
assured of receiving timely and accurate notice of policy changes.

(6) Planned and Actual Performance. Although the available data do
not permit precise analysis of planned and actual performance, somé overall
patterns can be-inferred frog them, Per-enrollee costs for YCCIP work .
experience ran below expéctgg levels because turnover was higher: than anticipated.
Mamy of the YCCIP "tenninegg," in fact, went-into Title I or SPEDY, but a large

proportion left YCCIP becaldse supportive services were lacking, or to-take

higher paying jobs elsewhere. Discrepancies between p1ann$g'and actual per-
enrollee costs for YETP usually-reflect little more than m™=estimation in the
planning stages. Faulty cost ‘estimates were a more frequent source of error
than faulty enrollment estimates. This was presumably due to the number of ©
unknown cost variables invoived in establishing the new program.

aw
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(7) Planning for 1979. The planning phase, so important to the
development of new programs, was less rushed during the 1979 cycle than in.the
previous year, but was still unsettied by uncertainty over CETA reauthorization
and funding levels. Some sponsors made changes in procedures, institutional .
relationships, and basic policies, but many have taken a wait-and-see )

. attitude, wanting more experience before striking off in new directions. It
seems that sponsors.are quite willing to make further changes in their youth

policies and programming. What is not so clear is whether most-of ‘the local
change induced by YEDPA has already occurred.

(8) The Local Agenda. Local administrators share many of the concerns .
of YEDPA administrators in Washington. But they.have other problems -that YEDPA =~
has aggravated to some degree, but which are intrinsic to the entire CETA

system of decentralized-decategorized, manpower program delivery.

Two of them

. are staff turnover and~primexspons€r relations with the regional offices of

"the Department of Labor.  This evaluation.i- like others, -- has found some

CETA staffs to be p]aqyed by low morale and high turnover, apparently caused

by political vulnerability, having to serve two masters -- one local and the;
- other federal:-- and having inadequate time for program planning and development.
Sponsors are also experiencing frustration with regional offices.
Some of it springs from the natural tension between federal and Tocal* authority
in a decentralized-decategorized approach to CETA. But more can be traced to
a lack of role definition for the regional network and an inabidity of it to
-execute in concert with the national office program offices. .

The case studies provide insufficient basis for definitive 1
recofmendations; they merely identify some!of the sponsor problems ‘that are not-
so evident: (nor important) from the federal perspective. The-Department of
Labor, however, should examine these problem areas in some detail to determine

_ what their. effects are and what measures can be taken to get around the
problems.
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YEDPA PROGRAM EXPERIENCE IN FISCAL YEAR 1978

Six areas in the record of accomp11shment for fiscal 1978 stand out
-for special attention: linkages between prime sponsors and local schools, the
client population, interaction between the summer job program and YEDPA,
local accountability, spending patterns, and discrepancies between p]anned\
“and actual performance.

[y

. | 3
) The Evolving Roles of Local Education Agencies in
- Local Manpower Programs for Youth

*a

One of the more ambitious aspects of YEDPA is the heavy emphasis on
br1ng1ng together prime sponsor youth programs and local school systems. There
is an assumed complementarity -between the CETA and education systems with
respect to the populations they serve and the services they provide. The hope
is that mechanisms, such as the provision setting aside 22 percent of each -

. sponsor's YETP allocation to be administered under the terms of a joint CETA-
LEA agreement, will force the twe—establishments to act more in concert to
1everage local’ resources into a comprehens1ve base of emp1oyment and training *
services for youth.

The Council's first report on YEDPA imp1ementatf0n told a story about
optimistic prime sponsor plans for CETA-LEA agreements. They reflected more
L F aspirations of the sponsors than of local education authorities, and certainly
more than was realistic. Thevsecond report documented problems encountered
, implementing the first hasty plans: a breakneck implementation pace that left
- 1ittle time for considerations about quality; incompatibility between prime
sponsor and LEA calendar years; disagreements over whether academic credit was %
appropriate for emplayment services or work experience. There were positive
results to report, but expectations in the first LEA cycle ending in June
outran what was feasible. °

Expectations for the-start of the second academic year may have been
lowered, but, at the margin, sponsors and LEAs seem to be moving in the direction
of more progress. More significantly, much of the dust has cleared and it is
easier to make some judgments about the relative importance of factors .
influencing joint CETA-LEA undertak1ngs }

Except for attempts to fine-tune first year efforts, few substantive
changes were made in LEA programming for the 1978-79 school year. But, the
steady state does not necessarily indicate apathy or an inability to change;
rather, the grevailing opinion for LEAs and sponsors alike, is that the first
year provided an inadequate test and the first year's experiences were not
representative of what could happen. In most sponsorships, the LEA share of
YETP funds, which frequently exceeds the 22 percent minimum by a large margin,
remains the same.

L3
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There are, however, some isolated cases in which changes.have been
made and can be attributed to sponsors and LEAs rethinking the premises on which

‘the agreements are based. In Sonoma, where the LEA agreement for the 1978-79

school year was made .much more specific than for the previous year, LEA staff
resent CETA "non-professionals" telling them what services to prévide to whom.
The schools there also see the LEA agreements and CETA "... as a chanpel
through which county and city governments can exert influence on 'independent
school districts.” (John Walsh, Page J-27). The Oregon Balancé of State !
prime sponsor will be incrgasing the proportion of YETP funds going to the . .
schools. But prospects for dramatic change there are not promising because of

uncertainty over school budgets. »
(Vo

Award of Academic Credit :

i

The award of academic credit for career development'classes and job
competencies is the most visible and controversjal product of CETA-LEA
cooperation. It is a device that requires a high degree of cooperation be*ween
sponsors and LEAs, and it is seen as being important as an extra incentive to
keep youth in an education setting or to at least keep them in contact with
the education establishment through alternative approaches. It is also a
mechanism encouraging more active participation by schools in helping youths
think about the world of work and draw some kind of connection between their
early werk experiences and Tater careers. P

¥

Though this topic will be treated in more detail in the final report
of this evaluation, it merits attention here because it is still the most .
debated issue among sponsors and LEAs and the jissues surrounding,the award
of academic credit for CETA activities are far from settled,

In some cases,’sponsors had ambitious first year plans for awarding
academic credit to YEDPA participants, :but were stymied by LEAs citing the
need to go through clearance procedures. States set the basic rules on the
award of academic credit, but usua’lly leave most of the discretion with local
authorities. Delays in the first year were encountered when LEAs were slow to
award credit because they were uncertain about their authority or because they
were biased against awarding academic credit and preferred not to without a
specific state mandate. The state department of education in Ohio is a case
where precise guidelines on academic credit are Tackipg and local authority is
uncertain. In Clark County, the LEA involved in YETP chose to fread cautiously.
When it became clear that the state would not provide explicit guidance,, LEA
personnel -- who had_been in favor of awarding credit -- started the approval
process in time for the second year. In Greene County, however, where LEA
officials were reluctant from the beginning to award academic credit,. the
schools persisted in their decisions for the second year. )

In contrast, North Carolina provided early encouragement from the
state level with even the governor getting involved in a campaign to support

the the award of academic credit. In Charlotte, local CETA and LEA administrators

have developed a good working relationship and made arrangements for awarding

| Q }”/ l | <I E;
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. academic credit. But in Durham-Orange, Tocal feelings among LEA staff run
strongly against the award of academic credit as well as most of the ideas
behind CETA-LEA agreements. On the sponsor side, staff think the school
principals and guidance counselors "... resent what they perceive as an s
overload on their staff caused by CETA people ‘coming for.help!'" (R. C. Smith, -
Page H-13). But the resentment that sponsor staff perceived may have sprung’ o
from some of the CETA-LEA "joint" activities which were established with
little regard for school policies. For example, as part of the summer .,program,
the sponsor paid 25 high school seniors while they were making up for school
work they missed.during the previpus year. School officials saw’the program
as providing an unfair subsidy fdr students to do work that others had to do

as part of their normal school requirements. But there are more basic .
prejudices among schools in North Carolina that even more tactful sponsers

are having difficulty with, state level encouragement notwithstanding. There
is fierce resistance to any measures such as academic credit that would
establish alternative modes of education for drop-outs. School administrators
resent CETA for "rescuing" drop-outs and the objective of getting them back
into stchool is abhorent. One principal complained that "... theg very ones

that had been kicked out used CETA as a way to get back in #Fe system.!

(R. C. Smith, Page H-14). As a consequence of the i11-feeling that some LEAs
in North Carolina have towards CETA and their basic disagreement with YEDPA,
objectives, they are making no attempts to award credit, state leadership
notwithstanding. '

-

The introduction of competency examinations in North Carolina and
California has been cited as another point of resistance to the award of
_academi¢ credit. With seniors having to demonstrate competency in verbal
and math skills, educators are becoming more reluctant to award academic
credit for activities not aimed to improve those skills. Some Lansing area
schools use a similar line of argument and do not award academic credit
because administrators feel that awarding academic credit for work experience
or career exploration services would be at the expense of academic requirements.
\‘Perhaps the most fundamental objection by LEAs to academic credit
. provisions revalves around a turf issue: who certifies classroom or work
experience for academic credit? Local educators resent prime sponsor
personnel having any authority in this area; but prime sponsor administrators
see local schools frequently as being reluctant .to incorporate employment and
training activities into curriculum without outside (CETA) pressure. The .S
tension has been resolved where LEAs have worked out with prime sponsors a
division of labor in which LEAs certify training and work experience and share -
_with prime sponsor personnel, monitoring responsibility. . ’ ’

Other Issues Affecting CETA-LEA Relations .

.
The academic credit issue is important but not decisive in determining

how sponsors and LEAs fare in their joint yentures. Some other factors are

influential. Outside the area of academic credit, the targeting provisions of

YEDPA raise the most red flags.- It is an area, not cited very much in earlier

. [
- i )\
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reports, that poses real threats to CETA-LEA cooperation. The emphasis on
serving drop-outs is not always popuEar\with LEAs, but targeting.by income is
resented even more. A report on a LEA program 1n the Connecticut Balance of
State sponsor was emphatic on this point: "... eligibility requirements based
on family ingome should be eliminated or raised substantially in order that
all youth who could benefit from the.program be served." (Peter ‘Barth,

Page A-23). The reasons for the unpopularity of the income cut-off are
predictable. Economic need is not seen as a valid or reliable indicator of
employability development need, The schools, rarkly having to take incore
income criteria into account for other activities (and resentting it when they
do), are unhappy with the YETP provisions. For the LEAs responsible [for
certifying eligibility in their programs, the task of securing the appropriate
ev1dence is an onerous one.

The CETA-LEA conflict caused by targeting provisions is more stubborn
and irreconcilable than the academic credit conflict, It is symptomatic of’
the divergent goals that local sponsors Yand local schools serve. Aside
from the fundamental goal conflicts which make basic institutional change
difficult, neither LEAs nor prime sponsors have much maneuvering room for
working out an accomodation. LEAs are not in pdlitically defensible positions
if they shift large amounts®* of resources to serving only economically
disadvantaged youth. Likewise, prime sponsors are not in a legally (nor
in many cases, politically) defensible position to serve non-economically
disadvantaged youth. ‘

' Previous reports documented the difficulties in the first year that
were encountered because of late starts and the incompatibility of the CETA
funding year and the schoal year. Although many of“them were one-time start-
up problems, and the incompatibilities can be overcome even if they cannot
be eliminated, they are a source of tefision. In DeKalb County, an LEA
administrator was very irate over uncertaiities about the amount of money and .
when it would be available. In Lane County, though the LEAs are receptive
to the goals of YEDPA and working with the prime sponsor, they had only
thrée weeks to develop their~1979 -plan and so could not make major changes

YEDPA gu1de11nes, appropr1ate]y, do not go very far in specifying
how sponsors should develop LEA agreements or who in the schools they should
work with. But in a hierarchy as stratified as the public school system, the
matter of who in the schools works with sponsor staff, and how they feel
about YEDPA may also be determ1nants of program. success.

Returning £o North Caro]1na once aga1n as an example, state level
leadership has had 1ittle effect on how popular local programs have been or
on whether academic credit was awarded. But in earlier reports, it was found
that despite the low opinion that one principal had of YETP, a vocational -
educator with direct responsibility for the program in that principal's
school was very enthusiastic and supportive. There are other instances of

.divergencies among the state, county/district,~and school levels that support
an image of poor communigation and interrupted authority and guidance with
respect to school polfities on CETA-LEA ventures. .

~
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Within individwal schools, activities under LEA agreements are .

usually Tocated in the vocational education area. ' The programs based on
vocational education are important for shifting enrollments more towards
underachievers who, in the past, have not been served well in that area.

But tO‘the extent that schools have ‘had prior experience with CETA prime
sponsors, much of it has been through secondary vocational education and post-
secondary vocational/technical schools. )

The activities that offer the potential for the greatest departure
from past joint CETA-LEA activities, are those run through the non-vocational
education components of LEAs. They are bringing a different group of LEA
staff into contact with CETA. .In some LEAs, 1ike one in Westport, Connecticut
which works with the Balance of State sponsorship, the school work study
counselor and headmaster provide access, to the schools. But usually counselin
staff is avoided because they are considered to be already overworked. Instead)
the emphasis has been.on the career education area, where there is popular
interest in 1inking education and employability development. Some of the
activities deve]oped under the LEA agreements are adapted to career education
material and vice versa. The danger here is that the career education-YEDPA
activities will coopt the energies that might better be used to channel
underachievers or potential drop-outs who are YEDPA clients into more
appropriate educational activities such as remedial education. It is not
at all clear that YEDPA is having an effect on changing the way schools do
part of their traditional work in contrast to adding on some new roles.

*

) . . - YEDPA Clients in 1978

—

] YEDPA is most important for its focus.on youth. But local sponsors
have a large degree of discretion in choosing wh1ch youth to serve: econdmically
disadvantaged or non-disadvantaged; in-school or out-of-school; handicapped
or non-hand1capped and so forth. Because of the range-.of opt1ons, the
Departments of Labor stressed.certain pr1or1t1es in the hope that sponsors
would divert YEDPA rBsources to those most in need: ecopomically disadvantaged
youth and drop=outs for YCCIP and in-school for YETP. Prime sponsors
adopted the national priorities for their own rhetoric and develgped targetang
strateg1es The resu]ts, however, were not the same for all sponsors. ~

¥

Comparing Enrollments in YCCIP and YETP

AN

As YEDPA was being implemented,- there was concern among national
policymakers” for whether all the effo¢2$ of present YCCIP and YETP as discrete
approaches would actually result in programs that could be djfferentiated at
the local level. One way of determining whether “the programs are perceived
as serving different purposes is to see whether they served different
clienteles. In fact, a breakdown of client characteristics for YCCIP and
YETP enroliments shows.significant and systematic differences between the
two program populations. In YCCIP nearly three out of every four enrollees
were male, compared to roughly one out of two for YETP. Sponsors enrolled a

¥
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slightly larger proportion of non-white youth in YCCIP. Four-fifths of the a
YCCIP. enrollees were out of school compared to two-fifths of the YETP enrollees.

The disaggregated figures tell a more complete story, however, about
the specific program characteristics that differentiate YCCIP and YETP. They
also offer insights into prime sponsor targeting policy and the interaction
of targeting choices and program activity choices.

YCCIP was Jdntended by national policymakers to'Be a work experience
program, short on fr11ls, but Tong on well-supervised jobs with tangiRle outputs.
Nominally targeted for 16-19 year old jobless youth, it was envisioned that
YCCIP would serve mostly out-of-school youth -- drop-outs and graduates. In
fact, while the aggregate enro]]ment data bear out the emphasy& on out-of-
schoo] youth, in- -schoolers *outnumbered out-ofeschoolers in nearly a quarter
of the sponsors studied, and students comprise®t least a third of the YCCIP
enrollments for most prime sponsors. Many of the sponsors' programs with
high in-school enrollments in YCCIP are fun by local schools. The patterns
there reflect’a mixture of deliberate policy to serve an in-school population,
and to a lesser extent, an incidental fact that schools are serving those
clients they know best and are able to recruit best. E1 Paso and Clark County
both decided to focus YCCIP on in-school youth and invelved LEAs as pr
agents for YCCIP. Detroit and Kalamazoo also relied on LEAs as YCCIP agents
and enrolled precominantly in-school youth. But, not all the sponsors with

Co- predbm1nant1y student enrollment in YCCIP had schoo]s conduct YCCIP activities.
Albuquerque, Coastal Bend, Sonoma, Oakland, Marin and Lane all relied on
CBOs or public park/land management agencies. Hewever, nearly all of these,
as well as the school-run YCCIP projects, augmented the work components with
training, extended orientation, or career exploration components.

" .

Services beyond straight work exper1ence were not confined to programs
; serving students. Sponsors enriched YCCIP even in areas where out-of- schoo]
\ youth was the predominant target. There, however, junior colleges ands
community colleges were frequently 1nv01ved espec1a11y where academic credit
. was awarded. - -

~

) ! Unfortunately, because of certain design characteristics of YCCIP,
prime sponsow enrollments are heav11y male. The concentration-on drop-outs is
identified popu]ar]y as one contributing’ factor. It is asserted that because °
a lower proportion of young females than males drop eut of high school for the
purpose of going to work, the population of 16-19 year old drop-outs interested
*in work is mostly male. In fact, there appears to be very little relationship
between the proportion of drop-outs’and proport1on of fémales in YCGIP
enrollments. What appears to be more important is_the emphasis on devoting * .
YCCIP jobs to producing tangible outputs. This p011cy skews the job
distribution jn favor.of construction, maintenance, and other traditionally
male occupations (See Figure A). Desp1te the efforts of prime sponsors to

L
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A ;
place females in those occupations, “oifly 29 percent of the YCCIP enrollments
_of sponsors in this evaluation (25 percént nationally) were females, The
exceptions, areas where YCCIP had a large proportion of females, help prove
the point. o, T
i . » ) - L.
To the extent that YCCIP activities were not in areas that 1nvoa{:;

male-dominated oRcupations, they enrolled more females. Marin, Kalamazoq, \and
‘Northeast .Georgja,_the only prime sponsors whose YCCIP enrollments were
predominantly female; aJl had YCCIP activities that‘did not entail much
building rehabilitation, winterization, or construction/maintenance. Instead,
they were more service oriented. The two largest projects<¥n Marin were
pregnancy prevention and service nutreach. Northeast Georgia's YCCIP project
had a carpentry component arfd a larger day.care componént. There were no
females the carpentry project, and only one male in the day cpre project,
Kalamazoo's YCCIP never got up to full strength becalse the main project there
was cancelled. But the balance of the program, which was more than three-
quarters female, was concentrated in the social service area, — oo

. Even the male/female distributions for sponsors with-high proportions
of males overstate the success that sponsors had enrolling females in non-
traditional jobs. This is because many of thé sponsors that enrolled at least
a few females, spansored YCCIP projects that included service activity featuring
work assignments that were not male dominated occupations. Eastern Middlesex,

/for example, supported an Alcohol Awareness YCCIP preject. Boston sponsored

one in which youth were assisting elderly persons in-their homes. Other

sponsors, sponsoring a multitude of small projects with their YGCIP funds,

had similar social service components. ~
8 : ) - -
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It does not appear- that sponsors were following a policy of keeping
females out of® traditionally male occupations. Some of them went to great
lengths attempting to enroill females, counseling, persuading, and stretching

¢ eligibility requirements to the limit. But the efforts were not particularly
successful- because the YCCIP model does not adequately recognize the needs of
all segments of its target population. As ore evaluator said: "Prime sponsors
were unable to gear YCCI® projects to the needs of specific youth ... /they/ ...
. were designed and funded first; the search for youth to f311 the resulting slots
occurred second.” (John Walsh, Page J-28). N -

Income characteristics is another point of comparison between YCCIP
and YETP enrollments. They are noteworthy because the eligibility criteria for
the two programs varied. YETP enrollees must be from families whose incomes
are 85 percent of the BLS lower 1living standard or less, but YCCIP was more

\ relaxed. While sponsors are-encouraged to target it for economically
. disadvantaged youth (from families with income 70 percent of the BLS lower
living standard or less), they are in fact free to enroll ¢lients without
regard to family income.
. Despite the relaxed.standardsefor YCCIP, sponsors tended to enroll
economically disadvantaged in both. Eighty-three, percent.of the enrollments
. _» in YCCIP in the sponsor areas studied were economically disadvantaged compared
to 89.percent for YETP. Nationally, 84 percent of dhe YCCIP enrollees were -
: - economically disadvantaged; ironically, this was 2 points figher than for, .
. YETP. . 4 . '

et
’

.In the first two reports oflthis.eua1uation‘(Febﬁﬁary 1978 and
August 1978), assessments investigating prime sponsor, plans and early operations
fqund that local admihistrators were indeed té?geting YCCIP for economically
. d¥sadvantaged youth. They were enrolling relatively few non-disadvantaged
(i youth because there was a local poligy of serving those most in need and -

‘ because to do otherwise would have been politically dangerous. It is not ‘
surprising, therefore, to see sponsors enrolling approximately equal proportions
of economically disadvantaged youths.in both YCCIP and YETP. In only one case
did a sponsor enroll appreciably more in YCCIP, and that was Albuguerque. The
presence of an entitlement program there contributed to the relative over- .
enroliment since the entitlement activities &nroTled a large portion of Tikely
YETP candidates who were economically di$advantaged. The only other re3l
aberration was DeKalb which reported' enroNing no economically disadvgntaged

g youth in YCCIP and 67 percent in YETP. .But the YCCLP program there was small
(It ehrolled seven youth and cost $4,400) ahd a low priomity for the LEA
running it. \ g ’ .

9

-

On the Whole, there were relatively few prime sponsor operatioqs
where fewer than 80 percent of the YETP or YC{IP enrollments were economically

disadvantaged. :
s v

~ : N ' -
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Table 1

Sponsors with program§ ih wh%ch less than 80 percent of the clientsw,
were from economically disadvantaged families ,

YCCIP

Prime Sponsor y YETP YccIip
Albuquerque 59% 5
Atlanta \////\bf 71%

,Coastal Bend : Tt 59%
Connecticut BOS 55% ]

’ Cook County T 56% .
DeKalb County" < 67%* ] _—
Kalamazoo County - 50%
> — Marin County = 7% 863

Rockford 74% 78%

»

"'//ieorrected Feﬁruary 26, 1979

-

’

Some of the explanations for the "lpw" enrollments of economically disadvantaged
youth ﬁara11e1 £hoge expdaining large differences between YCCIP and YETP
enrol Tments of economically disadvantaged youth, but some.other factors seem

importgnt, as well.

Albuquerque, Marin,_ and Connecticut Balance of State all

encountered difficulty i finding economically disad
- Albuquerque the entitlement project was comdected in

4

ntaged youth.

In

n area containing a large

proportion of the minority population in the prime.sponsorship.

Marin County

the country; economically disadvantaged youtlp are few and far between. The
Cofhnecticut BOS YCCIP -activities were cbndyq ed Tn rural areas of the state
which do not contain the pockets of extreme -peverty found in center cities.
In Cook County, municipalities sponsoring YCCIP work experience positions were
congentrated in relatively.well-off.areas, because poorer municipalities were
less able to sponsor YCCIP activjties. This reduced participation of
economically disadvantaged youth because some of the municipalities with
YCCIP slots hgd residency requirements, and transporation to the ones without
residency requirements frequently was problemmatical. Rockford draws from

an area which is not as economically hard-pressed as some other sponsorships
and does not have th® concentration of economically disadvantaged youth that
others. have. Although both DeKalb and Atlanta coula have served more
economically disadvantaged youth, they dhgse not to, setting low targets that
they actually met or exceeded. - ' . ) :

is a wealthy bedrdom community with one 0£&tgf highest per family inComes in

, The relative proportion of non-white enrollments in YCCIP and-YETP,
 is another point for comparing the two programs. The data reported “n the
case studies are not sufficiently complete to support definite conc]uslpns,

-
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but the aggregate data indicate fewer non-whites in YCCIP.* Disaggregating
the numbers, however, explains much of the differentfal. In the cases of
* extreme differences -- more than 15 percentage points -- there are usually
" -some obvious explanations (Ironically, in four of seven extreme cases, the
proportion of non-white youth s greater in Y(CIP than in YETP).

. Clark County's YETP activities were run in the city of Springfield
where the low income population is predominantly black; the YCCIP project was
handled by the LEA in the rural area of the county surrounding Springfield
where the population is virtually all white (a CBO in the city of Springfield
was selected to run the YCCIP project for 1979). DeKalb's figures ought not
be t&Ren seriously since YCCIP was so small. There is some distortion in the
Oakland figures because youth counted as white inc]uhe Hispanic youth. Rut .
there, as in Waterbury, the presence of the schools in YETP, and their absence

w in YCCIP, may be having efforts (although opposite™for the gyo) on enrclliment
‘differentials. Portland's YCCIP enrollment is concentrated ‘in a largely
minority center city area, and 77 percent of the-enrollment consists of ~
schoot leavers. Minority enrollment is 16 points higher there than-in, YETP

. where the activitie¢ are aimed more for in-school youth and cover a much wider

.geograpklical area. Rockford's YCCIP ¥imiarly concentrates on drop-outs in an
7 area that is disproportionately nonwhite. Lt ' e
’ h 3 he . ~ . 2
. The differences in-enrollment patterns for the other sponsors.do not
appear to follows any systemati& pattern.” Local administrators, however, have’
_cited two pressures that could influence minority enroliments for YETP and
YCCIP where the programs are targeted for different areas or provide different

services. ‘ ~ L ©

-t
“

— +  VOne pressure is to keeg YEDPA from being seen as am\extensiqn of
public assistance and social serVTEE‘brograms. This was a concern cited
ameng sponSorsaﬁh North Carolina and Georgia, two areas where poverty is most
acute among blacks and where the welfare system is seen as serving a .
predominantly black population. Northeast Georgia planners have hoped to
appéal to white economically disadvantaged youth as well as black youth. In
Charlotte,—vendors who Had been accustomed to serving black youth in other
CETA programs &ere -instructed on how to recruit white youth as well. In both
these areas, non;white enrollments have been in excess of ‘75 percent (and their
proportion in the eligible population), so the emphasis on getting a better
racial mix makes sense. Sponsors in Oregon and Washington expressed a :
different kind of concern as CETA -- through YCCIP and YETP -- expands its
institutional base and provides for more than work experience and income.

It is related to the concern of LEA officials who are reluctant to target

by income. They believe that as youth services emphasize much more }han income
transfer (an implicit objective of SPEDY), income criteria do not capture all

the elements of need. They think that as serviees expand to drop-out prevention’

s

*Because the prime sponsors in the study include areas with heavy
. representations of minority. youth, the minority enroliments are not representative
% of enrollments for all sponsors nationally. Furthermore, national enrolliment
*  data do not indicate different proportions of non-white enrollment for YETP
and YCCIP. ) .

L

/
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and career deve]opment e11g1b114f§ should hinge ‘on other criteria in order
to permit enrollment of non- economically disadvantaged youth who also lack
. alternatives. Officials in Connecticut expressed similar concerns); .y

o M.

Matching Services to Client Need . .

’ A 4

y Presumably, one of the reasons for identifying target groups is to
compensate for the fact that particular would-be-clients would.othetwise not
receive services they ‘need. But, aside from enrollments of groups such as- .®
women, drop-outs, econom1ca11y disadvantaged and minority. youth, the performance
of prime sponsors in targeting services to.those with special needs and adapting
services to meet special ,needs was lackluster. It doés not appear that
targeting ‘provisions pr0v1ded any more assurance that target group clients
would\be enrolled than in the absence of such provisions. Most prlme sponsors
identified target groups that would in all 1ikelihood be enrolled in YEDPA, and
they specified enrollment goals that they would very 1ikely have reached in the
absence of spec1a1 provisions, given the distribution of such groups, in the
eligible population. Many, for example, identified as a _significant segment
,youth from families receiving public assistafce. Given the close ties that
many sponsors have with local social service agencies, they had no trouble ,
erfolling these youth. Greene targeted sgrvices for&poverty youth," in-school
‘youth, ex-offenders, in-school special education clients, and drop-outs. But
‘ because the LEA'was given a large role in client recruitment, the sponsorfell
short on drop-out and ex-offender enrollments. Clark County added Spanish
speaking and native Americans as target groups after the fact by virtue of
serving them. Similarly, in Atlanta, a city in which 15,000 youth were arrested
in 1976, planners hoped to enroll 26 young offenders in YCCIP. Howeséniuno
special steps were taken to reach this population, so only five were actwally
enrolled. . , - q\\\.
There were some exceptions in which "targeting" goals were more than
wishes or guesses about 1ikely enrollment distributions, in which deliberate
steps were taken to reach specific groups, and in which serVﬁces were adapted .
to special needs of target segments. Atlanta, with a 1 percent Hispanic
'( population, identified Spanish speaking youth as a target group after a
Hispanic CBO was chesen as a YCCIP agent. Span1sh speaking youth compr1se
about 3 percent of the YCCIP enrollment there. In Lansing, 21 percent of its
YCCIP enrollees were ex-offenders. Lane County unaertdok a special effort to
serve ex-offenders and capitalized on its estab11shed linkages with the
juvenile—correction agency ;gpre they compr1se 28 percent of its YETP
enrgllments. Lane County a dés1gnated mentally retarded youth as a ?
¥ significant segment and designed a program matching retarded individuals with
other YETP clients for training and work .experience. As an outgrowth of a y
local goal to make YEDPA "... become more influential in shift¥ng *the priority
from work to school," ROCkford has designated a new target: those with less
an a high school educat1on‘ The group includes "drop-outs" but is identified
in such a way as to be matched with local programming that depends heavily on
d1rect1ng the youth back into schoo1 .

-5
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Except in a minority of cases such as these, sponsors déd not
carefully consider their choice of target grodps and establish spec1f1c
outreagh strateg1es adapted to penetrating the target,groups. And again, with
, few except1ons, sponsors did not'ga.,much beyond what the Department of Labor

requ1red in adapting program services to the neéds of,part1cu1ar target groups.

’

.k -
Interaction of. YEDPA and SPEDY

~

In every year since 1965, the federal government first through the
Office of Economic Opportunity and later the Department<of Labor, .has supported
a summer employment program for economically disadvantaged youth. Before the
Comprehensivé Employmerit and Training Act, .the summer programs were conducted
as,an extensian of the Neighborhood Youth Corps In-School programs. S1nce tg
_summer of 1974, &ghe Summer Program for Economically Disadvantaged Youth (SPE Y)W
has been funded“as a special purpose national prograp until Title III of CETA
(Titke IV of CETA as amended in 1978). 1ﬁé{ﬁj

After thirteen seasons, SPEDY and its predecessors have been marked
by a number of patterns. A1though the prodrams have been virtually assured
every year, details on alloca eligibility, and 6ther regu1at1ons rarely
have been promulgated earlief than mid-Spring. This has made it diffidult for
local administrators to incgrporate certain important information into their
strategic planning. Once allocations and regulations have been annaunced,
16cal planning has been asrushed process of preparing grant applications and
bringing. program.details into compliance with regulations.

The summer :programs have be§n hastily implemented, marked by the
—sudden enrollments of large numbers oFf youths to work in short duration ’
(8-10 weeks) jobs. The challengz of the logistics of starting yp a short-te
program that increases local youth manpower program enrollment$ by an order
of magnitude of up to ten, and seeing that .enrollees get worksite assignents
and at least minimal supervision and paychecks has been formidable, complicating
the task of providing high quality work experience and matching JOb assignments
ith, enrollee interests. . Where there has been recognized need, for mid-program
changes, they have been hard to implement in time to take effect.

s ) Because of the size, the emphasis on work experience, and the .
1091st1ca1 problems that character1ze the summer programs, they have taken on
a character of the1r own and have not been coordinated with other programs to

-

¥

any great extent. ~ Furthermore, before 1978, there were no year-round o

programs (except for the Ne1ghborhoog In- Schoo] Program) aimed at the same
population the summer programs have served. Youths -have been the biggest
participant group in CETA title training programs, but they have begn older
than thejtypical summer proggam youth, have had different kinds of needs

than “the summer youths ‘and ake subject to different eligibility tests. Funding
and operational uncertaintigs have also made it more expedient for local
sponsors to ke e summer program isolated from other manpower efforts,
thereby minimi®ing opportun1t1es for discontinuities in services and other
disruptions caused by problems in the summer programs. s
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Yet despite the uncertainties in federal plans for the summer youth

programs, the hectic pace of implementation, the crash style of administration,

and the isolation from other manDower programming, the summer youth program has
achieved, over the years, .some degree of success. It has evolved into a stable,
well-oiled component of local programming.f Before the advent of YEDPA, it

had reached the point where it provided in a reliable way some work experience
(of uncertain value) and earned income for program enrollees. In 1978 SPEDY
provided part of the basis for expandedsy year-round programming for youth

that was encouraged by YEDPA. There is some evidence that as a result of the
presence of YCCIP and YETP, the 1978 summer youth program was different from

and improved over éarlier programs. :

SPEDY Planning and Implementation

Planning and implementation of the 1978 SPEDY program demonstrated

“the benefits of some consistency in basic program parameters. Although the

summer grant application package and regulations were not.available to prime
sponsors until mid-May, the delays had o apparent effect on program designs, -

- because planning took place largely independent df the grant application

process. In Portland, the former SPEDY manager noted that local administrators
"... started getting ready early this year and had more planning time than

ever before." (Bonnie Snedeker, Page 1-19). A planner in Chicago said that if
planning had waited for the grant application package, it would have been too
late to get the program off the ground. To the extent planning problems were
evident, they seemed to have been a function of substantive difficulties.
Because Rockford, for example, "used SPEDY to introduce a new focus on
education" (Myron Roomkin, Page G-25), the process was not as straightforward
as usual. ~ : ‘

Not only does the process of SPEDY planning appear tosbe
"ins&itutionalized," but it appears that local planners are learning from .
experience. In Atlanta, SPEDY planning was folded into overall youth planning
to save duplication and to bring some cohesion to local youth policies. Nearly
everywhere, overall enrollment plans were much closer to actual enrollments
than under YETP or YCCIP. Even in Columbus, where "YETP and YCCIP 'start-up
activities were beset by delays and problems, all aspects of the local summer
plan were implemented.

Program Design

L4

It is difficult to.draw conclusions from available evidence about’
the effect of YCCIP and YETP on planning and implementation of SPEDY. It
might be inferred, however, that the presence of YEDPA programs helped provide
a context, not present before, in which SPEDY could be viewed as one piece

" of a larger local policy. The basis for that judgment is the way in which

SPEDY was connected with other youth programs. SPEDY has been conducted in
the past as an independent program, isolated from other CETA activities.

z
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This year it appears that local planners capitalized on some of the compliementarities
between SPEDY and YEDPA programs as the basis for linkages and as a basis for
adaptations in SPEDY program designs.

In the past SPEDY hgs been characterized almost exclusively as a work
experience program. It enrolled large numbers of youth, pushed them through
a 25-hour per week, 8-week work experience and terminated them. The popular
wisdom was that time did not permit quality jobs and that the overall experience
was most useful for its income transfer results. Although there were no
miraculous breakthroughs on job quality this year, two adaptations were found.
. One w8 the model in which YETP clients participating in_enriched work experience
programs stayed on the same job site, but were paid from. SPEDY funds. The
other was the model in which summer-only enrollees received the usual work”
experience assignment, but also took part in career exploration programs
The YEDPA enrollees who transferred into SPEDY for the summer, in
fact, stayed on their "year-round" worksites, but were paid with SPEDY funds.
In most cases, youths had their work schedules expanded from 10-15 hours per
week to 25-30 hours per week. Hourly wages usually remained the same. Of ,
the YEDPA enrollees who transferred to SPEDY, most were from YETP activities,
because YETP serves a predominantly.in-school population. YETP-SPEDY-YETP
transfers were adopted by some local sponsors as a matter of policy and
occasionally as a matter of necessity when sponsors were forced to carry 1978
funds into 1979. A staffer in Kitsap County said that "... being able to
transfer YETP and YCCIP participants to SPEDY saved our necks ...." (Bonnie
Snedekér, Page 1-20). The tandem arrangeinent provided a continuum for enrollees.
who wanted sustained work experience. For the contractors it meant more )
administrative continuity and the opportunity to work out bugs. . \

1

) There were some prime sponsors, howdver, that worked to keep YCCIP
and YETP activities and enrollees separate. Albuquerque and E1 Paso kept
YCCIP and YETP entirely separate from SPEDY and Title I youth activities.
Clark County had actually planned for close integration between SPEDY and the
year-round YETP.. The regional office, however, apparently at variance with
national policy, stepped in saying that such integration could not be done and
that the programs had to be kept separate. ~

Even where SPEDY was viewed as a separate program, and may or may not

have been part of a service continuum for youth, prime sponsors frequently
linked it with YETP and sometimes YCCIP through administrative measures. In
C1a;k County, for example, where the federal reprvesentatives had ruled out any
‘ formal 1inks*between SPEDY and YETP, the sponsor moved SPED¥-bound YETP

enrollees from one program to another with a change of status notice. It also |
used its central intake as an early decision point to decide whether new {
applicants should be referred to the work experience of SPEDY or the more varied
careen exploration services of YETP. The location of SPEDY worksites at
YETP worksites and the use of the same contractors to deliver SPEDY and YETP
also blurred the distinction between the two programs. In Grand Rapids, two- |
thirds of the YEDPA contractors delivered SPEDY programs. The consortium has |
encouraged this kind of consglidation by issuing a single request for proposal
for,YCCIP, YETP.and SPEDY. : .

¢
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Regardless of how SPEDY was handled, its program design was affected
by YE®P. Because of the cross-fertilization, this year's summer program was
more than the customary straight work experience. Greene County, for example,
ran SPEDY completely independent of YETP, but departed from past practices by
providing vocational education experience and labor market information to
participants. The SPEDY orijentation was modeled after the YETP world-of-work
introduction. In the Lansing Consortium, planners fashioned SPEDY after the
career employment experience activities in the YETP in-school program. The
carry-over of program styles was enhanced by contracting with the YETP - .
deliverers for the summer program. In Atlanta planners refunded with SPEDY
money YETP career exploration projects whose program cycles had been completed.
Cobb County also expanded its summer program beyond work experience, providing
a career exploration reading program and a small vocational exploration
component, both similar to components of their YETP programs. Even in Detroit,
where a sponsor administrator explained that the usual centractors were
delivering SPEDY, there were more provisions for ancillary services than in
the past.

, It appears that in an effort to upgrade SPEDY, the strategy is to
shift its emphasis from straight work experience to a greater mixture of
services that capitalizes on YETP experience. But the transition is not without
its potential pitfalls. First, less work experience may not be desirable
for the predominately in-school population that SPEDY is serving. A counselor
in the Lansing Consortium was concerned about it taking on "too much of a .
school mentality" (Peter Kobrak, Page C-31) in serving youths who need a
break from the regimen of school. Staffers in Portland also complained that
enriched programs were not able to compete with straight work experience; the
implication is that if SPEDY changes too much to a mixed service program, it
may lose some of its popularity among youths. A second pitfall of this strategy
is that the emphasis on enriched services may be diverting energy from efforts
to improve. the quality-of summer work experience. ™

Service-Seeking Strategies of Youth

-

With the proliferation of youth -programs permitting different service

components, eligibility standards, and occasionally pay rates, youths might

be encouraged to shop for programs. In fact, this did not occur very much in

1978, During the summer, although programs were somewhat differentiated with

respect to qualitative aspects of design, they were not well differentiated

with respect to wages or hours. But, where work experience, program activities,

wage rates or hour of work were well differentiated, youths shopped unless
~ restrained by administrative measures. ’

In the majority of prime sponsorships, all programs paid minimum-

wage and provided equal hours of work. Youths did not try to go from one
program to another. The exceptions are-instructive, however. Hartford,
which switched enrollees from YETP to SPEDY as a matter of course, had a higher
wage structure for YCCIP. However, since the YCCIP proje¢ts include a training
component and are set up on fixed cyt1ps, the sponsor prohibited transfers from

29
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SPEDY to YCCIP. There was ne problem with a reverse flow. In Waterbury, all

_ jops paid the minimum wage, but the SPEDY jobs permitted more hours of work
each week. As a consequence of the differential, well over half of the in- ,
school enrollees switched to SPEDY. Marin County encountered a similar
situation in which its SPEDY program offered more hours of work. During the
summer, the YETP termination rate there was much higher than anticipated.

Qualitative differences between SPEDY and other youth jobs also
affected job seeking strategies of youths though, to.a Tesser extent. 1In
Cobb County, YCCIP participants dropped out of jobs that actually paid more and
subseqdﬁnt]y took SPEDY job&. The YCCIP jobs were physically demanding and
included-maintenance and cleaning. The SPEDY jobs offerdd "a greater choice
of worksites and work assignments. In E1 Paso, year-round jobs paid the same,
but youth® transferred to SPEDY because the summer jobs were seen as being
easier and more enjoyable. Where summer programs were not greatly enriched
with career exploration classes and counseling, prime sponsors anticipated—
youth leaving the comprehensive YETP programs for more work experience with
SPEDY. The sponsors, accordingly, took steps to prevent such transfers. Planners
in Cobb County, anticipating that youth would try to avoid the academic components
of YETP, prohibited transfers fromYETP to SPEDY. Santa Clara put in similar
restrictions. ' . ’

A

Who Did SPEDY Serve?

¢

¥

Prime sponsors consistently reached or exceeded their planned overall
enrollment levels for the summer program. The differing eligibility standards
. for YCCIP, YETP, and SPEDY did no% cause the problems with interprogram transfers ~

that some observers had feared because sponsors had eﬁro]]eq%mostly economically
disadvantaged youth in YETP and YCCIP; consequently, transfe¥s:had no trouble
meeting the SPEDY eligibility standards. Furthermore, the universe of need,
large relative to the number of jobs SPEDY ¢ould provide, remained unfilled in
most areas. Even Albuquerque, with its Youth Incentive Entitlement Pilot
Project competing for youths- to fill jobs, had no trouble finding eligible
youths for stmmer jobs. In an effort to expand the number of available jobs,
Chicago SPEDY administrators set up a two-tier program providing reduced hours
of work to youths under 16. The city created enough jobs to serve 46,000
youths -- 119 percent of plan -- and still turned away eligible applicants.
One exception to the high actlal/planned performance of SPEDY was Clark County
which barely broke 80 percent of Pplan. Though. fewer "enrollees than possible
were enrolled, the sponsor did serve more youth than in any previous summer
program. ’ . -

-

Prime sponsors did well in meeting their overall enrollment targets,
but showed mixed performance in-serving some subgroups. As anticipated, SPEDY
concentrated heavily on dn in-school population. This pattern was reinforced
by the practice of transferring to SPEDY large numbers$ of youth in YEIP, which
serves mostly an in-school pbpulation. But, for the sponsors singling out
drop-outs for special attention, none reached their planned level. Connecticut
Balance of State, for exampTé, reached gnly‘12 percent of plan; Kitsap less
than 5 percent and Portland -4 percent. '

.
:
]
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A surprising number of prime sponsors put a special emphasis on
serving youths under 16 years. The emphasis took the shape of efforts to
recruit 14-15 year olds and special programs for that age group. Because the
entitlement project in Albuquerque concentrates on serving 16-18 year olds,
administrators were able to enroll greater numbers of younger youth than ever
before. Rockford, learning from past summers when they had large numbers of
14-15 year old eligibles, carved out a special summer program for them,
featuring shorter hours and a-greater emphasis on classroom and other experience
for which academic credit could be awarded. The North Carolina Balance of State
sponsor, recognizing a need for early work experience, and the limited
opportunity that 14-15 Yéar olds have for gaining such experience with non-
government employeps, targeted all its SPEDY pﬁojects on that group of
youngsters., .

The hasis on 14-15 year olds does have its problems, however, when
it comes to work experience. They are the least job-ready and face the most
legal restrictions on the hours and kind of work they can do. Greene County,
the only sponsor in the sample to evaluate the comparative quality of summer
jobs for 14-15 year olds, found that the summer jobs were markedly inferior
to the YETP jobs for older youth, and blamed the differences QQ restrictions
on the kind of work that 14-15 year olds can perform. :

Effects of SPEDY/YEDPA Interaction

There is evidence that YCCIP and YETP had a positive impact on the
1978 SPEDY program. It was enriched with components going beyond the usual
summer work experience, and it appeared to be able to capitalize on the
stability of the year-round programs. But there were signs that it might be
d mistake to simply downplay the part of work experience in SPEDY. As it
stands now, SPEDY has a following among youths looking for nothing more than
a summer job; it is a following that could be aljenated, especially if the
rather modest expectations of a popular, short-term work experience program
were replaced with the higher expectations of a still-Untested model for
enwiched services. . )

Cutting in the other direction, it appears that YEDPA might learn
from the history of the summer youth program. The basic predictability of
the program has encouraged a self-starting localnplanningtprocess, generally
smooth administrdtion, and a modest ability to try innovation. ;

Local Accountability

~ Under-a system of decentralized, decategorized service delivery,
Tocal CETA sponsors are more than local offices for spending federal dollars.
The basic federal policy set forth in YEDPA, for example, is seen simply as
the base on which local policymakers build programs adapted to local needs. .
Accountability in the system is at two levels. On one level, local sponsors are
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\ accountable to the Department of Labor to comply with'the laws~and federal
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regulations governing client eligibility, local participation and clearance

| procedures, allowabte costs, program activities and reporting requirements.
At another level, there is assumed accountability to local policymakers, a
mandate for local sponsors to assure that their programs are adapted to local
conditions and responsive to local needs.* ‘ ) ' :

In the course of prime sponsor implementation of YETP and YCCIP, the
notion of accountability has evolved much the same.way it has evolved throughout
the development of CETA. Mechanical compliance with federal standards has '
taken precedence over attention to the impagt of local initiatives. With a
few exceptions, success at the local levél is still measured in terms of.
whether prime sponsors get their allocation, enroll sufficient numbers of
clients, and, perhaps most importantly, keep their noses clean. K This pattern
has important implications for how local sponsors collect data, the importance
they attach to i§§ accuracy, and the way local experimentation and evaluation
is carried out. :

Prime Sponsor Data

The "kind and quality of data to which prime sponsors have access
varies across prime sponsors and according to the kind of data. Demographic
data on universe of need and economic data for describing local conditions are
not checked carefully for accuracy simply because they do not form a basis for
any real decisionmaking. Earlier reports on implementation of YEDPA have
documented both the unreliability and inaccuracy of the data, and their lack
of utility. Decennial census data are badly outdated. Prime sponsor 3

*\ jurisdictional lines frequently do not follow SMSA lines and state and local
government agency administrative data are not considered reliable. Not needing
the data-for their own purposes, local planners readily pass along whatever
is available as'a gesture of compliance, since they have neither the time nor -
inclination to generate anything on their own, nor the need to.se it.

Eligibility data, a subset of the client characteristics data that
sponsors’ report to DOL,-as well as activity data and cost data which all
prove importartt in demonstrating-sponsor conformance to laws, regulations and
their own plans, are a different story. The stakes are clear and the
incentives,’ therefore, more compelling. Paycheck errors, of course, receive
fast attention because sponsors hear about them quickly. Some sponsors-go to:
lengths to assure accuracy of data in which errors are not so obvious nor the .
consequences so immediate. In determining eligibility, some require W-2 '
‘statements from employers, caseload reports from social workers or verification
from schools, in addition to signed statements from parents.

. -

*There is a larger issue of accoyntability, which will be taken up in the °
final report, and that is the aspect which pits the local agenda against the
national agenda. When looking at jthat aspect of accountability, a major
consideration 4s how prime sponsors can in reality serve local priorities while
appearing to serve national priorities. - ° :

ERIC . 32




- 23 -

Program data are subject tQ a number of sources of error. Some of it
can be attributed to the newness of YEDPA. It brought with it new categories
of clients, different eligibility requirements, and more complicated requirements
for breakdowns on age, education, and labor force status. This has meant new
definitions for program personnel to learn, and during the break-in period,
errors have been frequent. Northeast Georgia and Cobb County, both relying on
the Georgia Department of Labor for their data processing, have found errors
in their reports that it appears can be traced to the unfamiliarity of local
and state staff with details of YEDPA. The use of subcontractors and the new
role for LEAs have introduced new players to the manpower business and there is
an expected break-in period for those personnel, as well as resistance to what
some see as unnecessary red tape. -

The information systems are another source of error. Again, the
newness of YEDPA seems to be- the ;ause, but the problem is compounded here,
because the bugs in'the system limit the evaluation and data analysis
capabilities of sponsors. Oregon BOS is forced to rely on bi-weekly telephone
updates from subcontractqrs to verify accuracy of operation reports. The
prime sponsors in Michigan are noted for putting a great deal of energy into
assuring that.the data in their systems are accurate, but the payoffs seem to
provide sufficient justification: Muskeqon and Kalamazoo staffers point to
high ratings on DOL field audits as the payoff; Grand Rapids can boast of
never having a disallowed cost.

About half the prime sponsors collect data beyond that required by
the Department of Labor. Some go beyond the requirements by calling for
monthly progress reports. Others require more extensive detail on program
operations, client characteristics and client post-program activities. *

The prime sponsors requiring more than the minimum kinds of data
usually do so for some evaluation purposes. Muskegon, for example, requires
participants and supervisors to evaluate one another monthly. Clark County
requires additional information and data breakdowns as well as more qualitative
assessment from both its.sponsor information system and its contractors as a
guide to overall management. Greene County interviews participants,
supervisors, program directors, counselors and intake workers for the purpose
of assessing operations, program content, and impact on participants. In
DeKalb and Northeast Georgia, the prime sponsors go no further than co]]eéking

required data, but the LEAs with contract authority are building a more
extensive data base so they can measure partjcipant performance. Atlanta
compiles data weekly on terminations and enrollments in anticipation of doing
an analysis ‘of planned versus actual performance. It is not clear, however,
that the collection of extra data, per se, gives a prime sponsor an edge.
Rather, jx only seems symptomatic of more conscientious manadement.

’
Y

Knowledge Development and Evaluation
S
. At a more:sophisticated level of accountability, local sponsors stress

the importance of 'assuring program effectiveness. But this kind of accountability
is relatively rare. It is not required and the rewards are fewer. Measuring . 0

.
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program results is more difficult than keeping financtal.accounts straight and -
the findings much less definitive. The "Knowledge Devglopment" mandate

encouraging prime sponsors to innovate is an attempt to make local administrators 7

more sensitive to the.effects off their initiatives on enrollees. While the
mandate does little to increase the explicit rewards for local experimentation,
it does provide’ some models for innovation and stresses the implicit value of”’
examining program results and modifying operations accordingly.

The first year of experience with knowledge development provides—few"
examples of well documented innovations that vere usefuT to local, policymakers.
While the knowledge development mandate was not especially successful in the

- first year in establishing worthwhile local experimentation, it did nudge
local sponsors one step closer to trying 4nnovative approaches and décumenting
the results of them. -Knowledge development did not provide a formula for
sudden change, but it shows signs of stimilating 1ongér-term\§hange. Detroit,
lacking definite plans for knowledge development last year, will. test~the . /
effectiveness of a performance-based system of accountability in the design ??
an alternative education system for youth.” After a disappointing follow-up, X
to a plan in which contractors were to undertake  théir own knowledge development,
Grand Rapids is trying a similar approach again, only with monitoring by
staff. - S

\

In some cases, relatively sophisticated plans were scrapped in favor
of simpler tests. Clark County originally planned to test the impact of YCCIP
on increasing school retention. That plan has been discarded, however, in
favor of a more modest -- and probably more useful -~ plan to interview
participants to get their impressions about the program and its effect on
their behavior. Oregon Balance of State tried a mixed income test far
fiscal 1978, but was unable to test for a number- of important variables. The -
original design was dropped in favor of a more qualitative approach to assessing
program performance. Next year Oregon will try to compare the relatjve
effectiveness of programs with and without academic credit. ‘

L]

There were some first year .successes. Lane County, another sponsor —— ~ ~

which attempted a fairly sophisticated design to test the results of pairing
retarded youth with normal .(YETP eligible) youth, abandoned its original
research design, but nevertheless came up with results that were worked into
1979 programming. -Kitsap County, after establishing the value of individual
learning plans, is adopting them for other wouth programming. What is more
notewdrthy than the specific findings is th ‘fact that the first year's
experiénce is.forming a jumping off point for further inngvation. For the
sponsorships in which first year experience did not pan outy local evaluators
are willing to try different tactics that appear better suited to 19ca1 purposes.
In the grevious'two reports on YEDPA implementation, the prime sponsor
reaction to. the "Knowledge Development" mandate .of. YEDPA was analyzed. The
emphasis on trying innovative program approaches, documenting the results and
divifiing some lessons has met with mixed results. .But in order to gaugé the
likely useability of knowledge development and ‘to gauge the impact jt could
have eventually on prime sponsor operations, jt -is instructive to see what
they are already doing in the name of evaluation, since that is an activity with
the potential of taking sponsors beyond the concern with day-to-day operations.
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) At a minimum, prime sponsor evaluation encompasses monitoring
- subcontractors and overall prime 'ctual performance and comparing it

to planned performance. Where actual performance deviates significantly from
planned performance, corrective action is taken either to alter performance

or modify the planning figures on,file with the Department of Labor. Although
the ‘principal purpose of monitoring is enforcement, many prime sponsors carry -

- evaluation far beyond that TPevel. Charlotte is spending.more on-administration

in fiscal 1979-than before, partly so that lTocal, administrators.can get a

- clear idea of how good their work experience is. Each subcontractor is visited

o

at least once, and some:two or ‘three times a week, so that staffers_are
thoroughly familiar with” operations. Clark County, taking advantage of the
cohesion that gomes with a small staff and a central intake unit, is able to
keep the entire top staff apprised of progress with the youth -programs.
Weekly site visits are made to monitor subcontractors and provide "the basis
for a running account=of operations. o e

The-bad press. that CETA has received has, no doubt, provided much of
the impetus for monitoring ‘and "process" evaluation that sponsors are doing.
But a comprehensive evaluation system needs to be able to provide diagnosis in
terms of why performance is above or below.plan, as well as details on program .
results. In Clark County, the .effectiveness of evaluation®s increased
because local.administrators have formulated operational objectives that \\
provide reference points for judging performance. Evaluators in Lansing,
separate from the office running the computerized information system, are
responsible for running a mixed income experiment and collected job retention
data and did a pre-post program wage analysis of participants in the sufmer,
programs. Atlanta has contracted with outside evaluators to profile and analyze
program impacts on enrollees. Muskegon is collecting semiannual information
on achievement; client.characteristics and labor force status. It also _
administers monthly participant evaluations and is analyzing the components of
its delivery system. ) T < C Lo
- s ) i . .

Despite promising achieverients with respect to evaluation,of some
sponsors, most face considerable obstacles before they will have well functioning
'systems. The complignce function of* evaluation commands first attention, .
because constant chandes “in programs and regulations keep administrators from
establishing routines. Learning and ,réTearning take up too much time. Thére
is also a lagk of vision of how to move beyond that. Many sponsors are not
translating “the ambitious goals in their plans into operational objectives.
When groups for special emphasis are idengified, sponsors are not specifying
in their plans How they.will be enrolled. While evaluations indicate that .
performance deviates .from plan, .they are not°particula®ly useful for .indicating
why or how.the deficiencjes can be corrected. As part of its knowledge
development-plan, Portland, for example, tried to establish a pérformance

" contracting.system. Although quantifiable objectives and milestones have

been incorpcrated in prime Sponsor contracts, a' Tack of technical assistance ¥nd

_ ongoing monitoring limited the utility of the project.

Further progress heve is going to be hard. Data collection and
evaluation cost resources, time, and energy. They require an investment for. *
which the payoff in improvedsprograms is uncertain and the rewards either
nonexistent or subordinate to the rewards for clean, though uninspired,
management. L

k]
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The "new CETA," as’amended in late 1978, also is 1ikely to have a
negative effect.on local efforts to evaluate program effectivéness and try.
innovative program approaches., The new regulations are complex and will
require that sponsors invest much energy to assure that they are in compliance.
The heavy emphasis on stopping "fraud and abuse" is also bound to inhibit
innovation by encouraging sponsors to stick with established and safe
.programs and not risking anything new. which might be more effective, but
by its novelty, might invite more scrutiny. -

“{ o '~

-

The Difficulties of Spending on Target in 1978 -

. Earlier reports have documented the variety of pragrams that sponsors
were able to implement on short schedules. But their accomplishments in
establishing new programs belig the difficulties many faced in sticking to
their plans, and.in achieving sustainable enrollment' and spending levels. The

. difficulties posed by late starts were compounded by the changing national
policids. A few sponsors were able to start in January 1978, but typically,
they did not get underway until March or: April. Some had less than four months
of programming in the first year. -

The short 1978 program year and the expectation during late.1977 and
early 1978 that the Congress would boost sponsor allocations by 50 percent with
a half billion dollar supplemental appropriation, dictated rapid acteleratton
in sponsor enrollments and spending. As start-ups were delayed, the federal
z pressurf;gﬁﬁ fast enrollments intensified. By late spring, hewever, the
- messagesds reversed for.two reasons: first, the administration decided not
- to _request the $500 million supplemental approfyiation, and second, in face.of
declining youth unemployment, President Carter requested new funding for
1979 youth programs at a level below that for 1978.based on a planned carry-in
of the 1978 funds. To meet th#5 new mandate, the Department of Labor suggested
jn: June that. sponsors carry. in 27 percent of, their 1978 allocations in order
— « " telaveid program disruptions. ‘ i

On the prime sponsor level, the changing fundingggeve1§ do not

appear to have done serious long-term harm to 16cal efforts. Effects of the

* shifts at the national level were damped out.by slow and unclear transmjssion
of the signals by the regional network. The effects of sudden chang&s \jn

. emphasis were further diminished by implementation lags which left most >
spopsors in the position of under-spending by the beginning of the summer.
Consequently, national enrollment and spending patterns in, the first year
show fairly even growth with no abrupt shifts in direction.

— On the national level, aggregate spending was low enough to assure
much more than a 27 percent carry-in. It was 38 pergent for YETP and 37 percent
for YCCIP. But it is unclear how much of that carry-in can be dttributed to
the announced changes in funding levels and how much wasyan inevitable surplus
that could not be spent because of the late program starts.
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. -While the effects of the funding changes were not as serious as
they might have been on the local level, prime—sponsors were forced to make

. adjustments. The precise response to the mid-June advisory dictated different
adjustment strategies according to how far sponsors had gone in implementation.

For Columbus, the slowest starting sponsor. of those studied, the signal
changes and the carry-in mandate had no effect because enrollments were
extraordinarily low. . Because of its slow start-up, Columbus«will be carrying
in sufficient funds, which when added to their 1979 allocation will increase

"YEDPA resources for 1979, despite a 33 perce 11ocation reduction from 1978

to 1979. PRortla although doing a better job of implementation than
Columbus, also encountered delays. A major project required an unexpectedly
Tong planning period. . Project clearances through the local government took
extra time, and organizational problems within the prime spognsorship put a

" drag on the enrollm process. Portland had no trouble spending less than

73 percent of its 1 allocation. Cook Coynty, which did better than
Columbus or Portland in starting up, had difficulty later in obligating all
its funds because of enrollment shortfalls. Consequently, the slow-down order
did not have an adverse effect there, either. .

The sponsors that had slow start-ups, and then had compensated by
accelerating up to high enrollments, had to make more serious adjustments
during the summer. Oregon Balance of State peaked in June and then took July
and August to slow down. It was decided not to use SPEDY. as a safely valve,
and so spending was braked by freezing YETP enrollments and by taking pressure
off subjrantees that were behind plan in their enroliments. Thanks to these
measures, it finished 1978 being able to carry in 25 percent of its 1978

"allocation.

Sponsors that did not encounter extraordinary circumstances in the
early implementation phases were ‘forced to take more deliberate action in
order to be able to carry in some resources. After some early delays, Kitsap
got up to plan, and by early summer, planners were expecting to spend the
entire 1978 allocation. Administrators there were able to cut spending to
73 percent only by suspending YCCIP and YETP enrollments, and transferring
those clients who were eligible, into SPEDY. Chicago slowed enrollments and
used attrition to drive down spending. Greene -County, which reached peak
enrdllment remarkably, fast, was harder-pressed than most other sponsors when
told to carry in 27 percent of its 1978 allocation. Administrators there
transferred those YETP enrollees who were eligible into SPEDY. But since
that permitted only half the desired carry-in, a large number of the remaining
YETP enrollees were terminated from the program.

Clark County, one of the first sponsors in the country to have its
plan approved, was spending and enrolling on schedule when the carry-in
directive was received. Administrator§ there made the decision to continue
their course with only minor adjustments. Although thd sponsor finished the
year enrolling 97 percent of the planned level, it managed to carry 14 percent
of its 1978 allocation, thanks to lower than anticipated unit costs in some
activities. ‘ i

On the whole, sponsors proved resourceful when toTﬂfébey would have

. to carry funds from 1978 into 1979. The news, although not welcomed, was

accepted as # fact of ]1fe. The garbled spending messages and the confusion
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caused by some regional office interpretations, however, were not so palatable,
and caused a greater amount of rancor. As one field associate said: "The

point all prime sponsors would make is that they can deal withJjust about any
;nstrgcgggns as long as they can trust in their certainty." (Myron Roomkin,
age G-13). - ‘ <,

H
~

Planned Versus Actual Performance

€

If YEDPA were nothing more than & lump-sum increase in resources for
local employment and training programs for youth, first year planning and
operations would probably have been much easier. But YEDPA is filled with
specific mandateg and local sponsors had to exert extraordinary effort in order
to get opérations underway in fiscal 1978. -Some complex program activities
required a great deal of ground work before they could start. New contractors,
eligibility criteria, organizational components, and services introduced new
variables in projecting enroliment and spending rates. Therfunding changes

~ »and gxperience with program operations prSBded sponsors to modify their

\/ original plans repeatedly. ' : C

-

One way to make some sense out of the first year of YEDPA experience
is to compare planped and actual performance with respect to cost per-enrollee.
This ‘approach proV?des some insight into weaknesses in operations and plan . »
estimation procedures. There are limits to how seriously such analysis can be
taken. Data used in the case studies based on those reported to the Department
of Labor on a quarterly basis are not complete for-all prime sponsors. Nor
are they comparable; there is great unevenness where the reported planned data
do not refléct modifications in effect, definitions of program activities vary
from sponsor to sponsor. Because of shortcomings in the data, discrepancies
between planned and actual performance are not precise and comparisons between
sponsors not likely to be fruitful. But, although the analysis obscures a <
good deal of detail, it reveals issues that should be addressed. The
discrepancies are fairly reliable for flagging the variables that present the
greatest uncertainties for local planners and pose obstacles to implementation
of local programs. When considering discrepancies, together with the detailed

. analysis from the case studies, patterns do emerge. A

In YCCIP, a program envisioned originally as'a straight work experience
program aimed primarily at high school drop-outs, actual per-enrollee costs were
~ below planned levels for all of the sponsors for which data were available
(about half of those in the case Studies). The_vast majority of the sponsors
studied were below 80 percent of planned; nationally, per enrollee expenditures
were 62 percent of plan

(X

, High turnover and low spending produced the low ratios. Turnaver
among YCCIP enrollees was higher than expected because the YCCIP jobs were . ;
strenuous and demanding, and paid minimum wage. - The .youths served in the

jobs -- drop-outs -- found that for the same effort, they could get better,

money elsewhere, and sp ‘they left. The lack of any non-work services such

as remedial education and counseling services, while lowering per-enrollee

costs, have contributed to high turnover. Because of the high turnover, nearly
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every sporsor studied exceeded their planned enrollments, without exceeding
expenditures, driving down the planned/actual per-enrollee cost. The national
patterns were about the ‘same, with fourth quarter enrolIments outpacing costs
114 percent to 70 percent.

- The YETP picture is more complex than that for YCCIP because YETP
activities covered 6-areas in addition to work experience: classroom training,
on-the-job training, vocational training, career awareness, transition services,
and career exploration experience. Four of these categories dominated sponsor
service matrices: classroomstraining, 0JT, work experience, and career
exploration experience. Of those four, work experience and career exploration
exper1ence were utilized most frequently.

. The ratio of actual/planned per-énrollee cost for YETP varied from
sponsor to sponsor over a much greater range than in YCCIP, going from less
than 10 percent. to nearly three hundred percent. Ratios for most activities,
however, were in the 60-100 percent of plan range. Nationally prime sponsors
and state programs rose from §0 percent at the end ¢f March 1978, to 92 percent
at the end of September.

The miscalculations in planning and the snafus in operating YETP
programs implied by these discrepancies were understandable and could be
anticipated. Many of the services were new and required contractors to
develop new capabilities. This caused delays and built in unpredictabte cost
variables. With the new programs, there were also uncertainties with respect
to enrollee performance and turnover, both factors affecting costs.

) \ Tablg 2 summarizes the distribution of actual/planned per/enrollee
cost-ratios for different activities. C e
" Table 2

Percent of Planned Per-Enrollee Costs
Actually Spent in Fiscal Year 1978

/?Ega 51-60 | 61-70 | 71-80 |81-90° | 91-1n0 | 101-2nN | >2N0 | Total
YETP Services

Classroom Training 1 2 2 2 3 | 2| 12
\K) 00T BT _ 1 |2 1| 8
" Work Experience 2 2 1, 2 -1 1. |9

Career Exploration ' ] ]
Experience 2. { 1 2 1 3 3 1 1 14
Other 1. 2 1 4

Total for YETP

Services = 9 -4 4 5- 7 7 ‘7 4
YCCIP Work -
Exper1ence Z{ 6 2 4 3 3 18
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The experience of the sponsors covered in the case studies seems to
bear out the picture implied by national enrollment and spending data. They
:$$ow enrolIments consistently outstripping spending; cumulative enrollments

or the last quarter of 1978 exceeded plan for the two largest program
activities. Most of the sponsors reporting planned and actual enrollment
and spending finished the year at or below 100 percent of planned per-enrollee
cost. In three-fifths of the program components of those spoqégrs, actual
engollments not only ran ahead of spending, but exceegded planned enrollments.
In these cases, weTl-estaplished local service deliverers were able to locate
and recruit.clients quickly, thanks to existing access to the community through
other CETA activities or by vijrtue of being LEAs. Spending lagged behind
enrollments and, in nearly every case, behind plan, most frequently because
it appears that sponsors simply mis-estimated costs. But systemic ‘quirks
also reduced spending rates. Charlotte, expecting to run components through
the local schools had some difficult relations with them that hindered
implementations In Muskegon, two schools, which had been slated for N
participation, were eliminated ,in a LEA reorganization. A major CBO there
also encountered difficulties when the state attorney genera] ruled that a
staté match of YEDPA funds was not legal. . .
. ‘ N K
. Lags in spending were not always' symptomatic of bad planning or
shortcomings in overall operations. In some areas they signalled well-run
operations in which expected expenditures were not made because of-
" unanticipated high degrees of cost sharing with non-CETA agencies. In
Greene County, actual spending ran lower than estimates because the major
program deliverer in the area is a large CBO that was able to absorb many

sté\in its large base of operations. The sponsor was e to obtain services .

co

at no cost from community agencies and a local ‘universit Kalamazoo's

low spending can be attributed in large part to @ tightly-run centralized

system of control and’monitoring, and a willingness to put pressure on the
., LEAs to-run‘quality programs.: ) .

\ r

’ Lane County was the-only sponsor reporting more than one activity
/,—\ in which actual per-enrollee costs consistently exceeded plannad costs. In
only one of those activities, however, did expenditures exceed plan. Most of
the distortion was due to underenrollments caused by late start-ups. Bui
unique characteristics of the programs in Larie County seem to be an 1mpoﬁtant
contributing factor. The programs, designed for a high-risk population® g
(twenty-eight percent of the YETP enrollments there were young offenders), °
were enrichgd with a variety of services. \\

The rest of the sponsors had mixed experience with regard to actual
¢ versus planned per-enrollee costs. In almost every case jn which they greatly
exceeded planned levels {more than 50 percent above plan), \the errors were
due to higher-than-expected expenditures; enrollments were.close to expected

levels. For those who were under, cost miscalculations again were more
frequently a cause for‘ﬁiscrepancies than were enrollment miscalculations.
"Looking at experience across,program activities, the most notable
finding§was the lack of success of sponsors in establishing and maintaining
on-the-job training components for young adults. Per-enrollee costs for OJT

varied jwm11ess than 10 percent of expected per-enrollee costs to more than
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200 percent, depending on who was responsible for stot deve]opment and the
precise problems encountered. The great variations are due in part to the
small numbers involved (0JT cons1stent]y was a small component -- less than

5 percent of the enroliments in any sponsor). Clark County, spending 173 percent
of the anticipated tost for an 0JT slot, originally planned 10. But when the
CBO responsible for 0JT positions encountered difficulty developing slots,

that number was cut to 2. Although they were both filled, there were costs
that had to be covered for the early futile efforts. Greene County, remaining
at 2 percent, had similar difficulties; but since it used inhouse staff, it did
not pass on the extra development costs when only a few slots could be
arranged. Because OJT was a small component, its development commanded

less attention than some of the larger components. This, no doubt, restricted
accomplishments. But it is also probabTy not an appropriate component for
youth. As difficult as it is for. sponsors to develop 0JT positions for

adults, youths are at an even greater disadvantage. One counselor asked:

"How .do you get a businessman .to take an untrained kid on an OJT when he can
get an adult just as easily from the CETA program?" (Bonnie Snedeker,

Page 1-12). In 1ight of the 1978 experience, sponsors are reducing 0JT and

in some cases eliminating it altogether. R

-
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PLANNING FOR 1979
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After the ordeal of fiscal.1978 planning, prime sponsors hoped for

a more relaxed planning cycle for fiscal 1979. In fact, legislative and

funding uncertainties clouded the second YEDPA planning cycle, precluding -~
"normal" planning once again. CETA (and YEDPA) reauthorization was not final

until mid-October, and allocations for 1979 were not settled until even Tater.

But within the constraints imposed by delays and uncertainties at the:

national level, planners managed to make changes in local programming.

The Dynamics of Local Change .

Local administrators learned from the YEDPA experience and
incorporated the experience into changes that can be roughly catalogued into
three categories: changes in procedures and operations, institutiongl
relationships, and policies.

Changes in Procedures and Operations

[

The easiest changes have been procedural. After reviewing first
year experience, prime sponsors are changing some of their operations.
ETigibility determination, where it has beer’ done by the Employment Service,
has gone smoothly. But intake operations have been reorganized or relocated
in some cases. One of the most radical changes is in Atlanta where YEDPA-
eligible youth were being referred for services without regard to individual
needs or overall employability development strategies. The cost was high |
turnover for both YCCIP and YETP. The intake system is being overhauled and |
a needs assessment phase is béing built in to screen youth, then provide
career exploration services, orientation and counseling. Once clients have
gone through the core activity, they are referred to other YETP components,

CCIP, or Title IIB-C programs. . Remedial education and skill components have

been added for youth entering in 1979 because so many of the 1978 enrollees --

incTuding high school graduates -- were found to have Tow achievement levels 1

and needed basic educhtion to increase their employability. Rockford is

trying a variation on that approach, stratifying youth by age and enrolling

different age groups in different service modules. Programs there will \ .
provide assessment. services, remediation as needed and graduated exposure |
to, work. Planners in Albuquerque-Bernalillo are instituting a comprehensive 1
assessment system for all CETA clients. Becduse of the Tocal announcement

and bid review procedures for YCCIP, and thHe relatively small allocation for

the program, many sponsors see it as .being more trouble than it is worth. |
In the turmoil of planning for 1979, YCCIP occasionally was relegated to

the back-burner. ‘ T

1
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Changes in the Institutipna] Roles

There were more difficult shifts in institutional responsibilities
for aspects of the youth programs. They are important because they imply
that certain turf 1ines and bureaucratic roles are not fixed, and are subject
to change through YEDPA. In Alamance, the prime sponsor increased the
1979 LEA share of its YETP allocation more than three times over thé 1978
level. The increase is a consequence of good CETA-LEA relations and the
decision to"add two student subpopulations as target groups: high school
students enrolled in vocational education.and high school students who are
unemployed. The presumption is that the schools are in the best position to
identify the students and mesh YETP services and work experience with the
curriculum. In Lane County, there was a’shift of responsibilities to rationalize
overall program delivery. Because of the difficulties that LEAs there had with
thé enrollment process and eligibility criteria, enrollment and certification
are being moved to. thé prime sponsor. The LEAs, however, are increasing the
emphasis on the services that they are better adapted to provide, such as job
search seminars, career information, and community college classess. While
the LEA percentage share is not being increased in 1979, the funding is,
thanks to the carry-in. Further-reaching changes, while deemed possible in
Lane County because of good CETA-LEA relations, are not occurring because of
the short planning period.

Clark County, another sponsor with good LEA relations, has shifted
to the LEA responsibility for certifying each work experience job site as
being career-related. Last year the prime sponsor had that responsibility.
The decision to shift the responsibility also probably provided more .
incentive for the schools to agree to award academic credit for program
experience in 1979. In Cobb County, the local vocational-technical school
is acting in a referral role in 1979 to assure a flow of clients to YETP.

One of the local boards of education still has not signed an agreement and the
Yocal high school will not refer students until ‘the last quarter of the
senior year.

In an institutional shift in private sector relations, Cobb County
decided that it could drop the services of a private corporation that had been
instrumental in establishing a sponsor training program with a major corporate
employer in the area. The private intermediary almost certainly acted as an
indispensable catalyst for the first year operations; but in the second year
after chain-of-command problems developed, the prime sponsor decided it
could contract directly for the services.

Although these kinds of institutional shifts were important, the
absence in other instances of institutignal change from 1978 to 1979 was not
necessarily a bad sign. In the Lansing Consortium, where there is little
change in the level of funding or the kinds of programs run by the LEAs,

" the Tack of change is a sign of stability more than inertia. The consortium
has a history of cooperation with schools ‘and both parties have reached an
equilibrium. Routines have been established, and bugs eliminated; the

LEA share of YETP also stands at nearly 80 percent. Detroit is fine-tuning

N
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part of its operations, taking away from schools outreach and recruitment
responsibilities for out-of-school youth, since the schools are not well
adapted to reaching that population. Other than that, np major changes are »
planned. Kitsap County concluded its first 1978 school program with a \
meeting between district school counselors and CETA staff. Except for a
funding switch that will pay for certain in-school jobs from YETP money
instead of YCCIP money to permit more flexibility, 11tt1g of substance is
chanding. Thére are no changes in the division of labor or program content.
Here, too, some administrative tinkering is being tried, however, with the
prime sponsor picking up some of the administrative expenses of the LEA program
and providing#the school coordinator with a PSE worker for clerical support.
1 .

In some other prime sponsorships, where institutional changes with
LEAs have been minimal, it has not been out of satisfaction with present
arrangements as much as out of external constraints. TIn DeKalb County,
changes in LEA roles and activities are stymied by the funding uncertainties
and planning delays: Oregon's proposition six putting a 1id on local tax
rates contributed to the air of uncertainty over CETA budgets by putting the
LEA budgets in doubt. One school district concerned about budget uncertainties
dropped a successful career exploration program that had been launched as part
-of the 1978 YETP activities. In Greene County there has been no change in the
role of LEAs because the education communjty has 1ittle trust in the CETA
system and is suspicious of federal funds. But Clark County administrators,
finding that the_county schools were unable to reach youth most in need of
its YCCIP activities, shifted responsibility for YCCIP to a central city CBO
and the county children's home. oL L

AY

? ) Changes in: Policy
. Many of the first year YCQIP and YETP plans emulated the language of

.the DOL Youth Planning Charter and the legislation without much sense for the
full implications of-what they were saying. Furthermore, with limited planning
time in the first year, prime sponsors also had little choice of service

" deliverers, whichy in turn, restricted the client population that would
realistically be served. As one planner in Oregon said,”"Our service mix is

//based largely on the realities of local service_delivery capability rather
than on the'mix of need." (Bonnie Snedeker, Page 1-28).

In the second planning’ cycle, with the benefit of experience and
more planning time, sponsors Towered the level of rhetoric and changed some
policies to improve response to needs of target populations rather than the
institutions. Cook County is improving implementation of services to drop-outs
by havirig the LEAs offer programs for both those who agree to return to school
as well as those who are interested 4n a GED, but would prefer not reenrolling L
in traditional classes. The County is taking further steps to bring jobs to °
the out-of-school youth by Tisting them with the Tocal employment service and
assuring that the youths are referred to the CETA intake office. In Northeast
Georgia, part of the balance-of-state prime sponsorship, planners have backed
away from returning drop-outs to school and are concentrating instead -on




providing them with opportun1t1es to earn a GED or attend adult basic
education classes. Kalamazoo County is providing them with more occupational
information. Kitsap County has decided not to target its entire YCCIP program
to in-school youth, because it can serve that population better with the
flexibility of YETP. Grand Rapids, for example, has kept its emphasis on
negotiating agreements for academic credit; the ambitious goal of matching
job assignments to client interestsawas relegated to the back-burner. In
its report on 1978 YETP activities, the sponsors concluded that "admirable

as YEDPA's goal of match1ng jobs with career aspirations is, legal, regulatory, .
and traditional limits far overshadow the goal in practicdl terms. i
(Peter Kobrak Page C- 22)

Apparently, some sponsors felt that first year YETP act1vit1es were
going too far afield of ‘eniployment and fra1n1ng objectives. The vague concept
of career exploration is being sharpened so that programs have more specific -
work related services. Sonoma County is incorporating a very specific‘1ist
of services and objectives in its LEA agreements. Lane County is shifting

"away from a predominately social service intensive model toward a stronger
employment and training oriented approach " (Bonnie Snedeker, Page I- 26%
As part of the new emphasis, LEA in-school programs will be stressing
employability development planning. In making the shift, Lane County is
relying heavily on non-CETA agencies to provide social services that the
YEDPA clients need. In Albuquerque-Bernalillo, skill-training slots are being
increased.

What is not clear after the second round of YEDPA planning is whether
the Targest changes to be 1nduced by YEDPA have already oceurred. The
number of sponsorships that seem locked in by ‘inertia, political or financial
constraints seems small. Most have undertaken changes in policies and operat1ons
for the second year or are deliberately keeping options open by deferring
major changes until planners have a larger base of experiénce. In those caseﬁ,
contracts are being extended with 1ittle change. But $he presumption anforig
local youth planners seems to be for further changes.

\
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THE LOCAL PERSPECTIVE
- The principal focus of the case studies in the third interim report
has been on variables important to the Department of Labor as it has tried _
to implement YCCIP and YETP, but not necessarily important to prime sponsors. ,
In the course of implementation of YEDPA, Tocal debates have covered some of
the same ground as those at the national level: the pace of implementation,
quality of jobs; funding uncertainties, knowledge development, and the role of
schools. But a different set of implementation issues, not found in national
disqussions, has.also been debated: the dilemma of local accountability
without adequate-Tocal authority; accomodating competing mandates that are
pronplgated from different national offices with 1ittle concern for.how they .
intgract locally; the effects of adverse CETA publicity.

Local sponsors have had persistent problems in two areas: achieving
stable staffing for local programs and achieving a cooperative relationship
with the regional offices. The national Office of Youth Programs has not
committed real energy to studying either of these areas. Although they have
impacts on the operation and effectiveness of the youth programs, they are
not germane to YEDPA alone and are not really "manipulable variables" -- factors
over which national youth administrators have much immediate control. But they
are intrinsic to the federal style of administering decentralized/decategorized
programs, and, in 4he Tong run, can be affected by shifts in federal policy.

For that reason they are worth mentioning. v

v - 1

Prime Spon%or étaff Stability

.o ~ After overtiurning the results of the RFP process, the Columbus CETA
. .director decided in thd spring of 1978 to administer YETP in-house. But the
spofisor's Youth Employment Service Center, lacking necesSary staff, materials

.and facilities, did not .open until June 19th and limped through the summer.

. Even by late 1978, YETP programs were not fully impiemented. Aside from a
leadership void caused in part by the CETA director trying to pledse two
masters ~-- local elected officials and the U.S. Department of Labor -- the
sponsorship is unable to change staff qujckly in response to shifting program
emphases and new legislation. CETA staff in Columbus are covered by civil
service persoznel management regulatiofs. Hiring is a cumbersome and time-

. consuming process. It is easier to reassign staff from one program area to ‘
anpther. But, this means that although PSE build-ups and YEDPA implementation
‘mandates, for example, do not present tompeting priorities at the national
level, they do locally: staff for one priority area must be taken from
another. . .

1
) ; One case study author who kept count found that in the first year ’ {
) _of YEDPA operations, three of the fivé California sponsors being studied

changed CETA directors.. One of the sponsors also lost 1ts, youth director and

two key yoluth staff. In three out of four sponsors studied in Georgia, morale °

Ny

wds so low Ehat staff werelooking actively for other jobs.

3
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An Eastern Middlesex YETP project collapsed when the sponsor's youth
director and project director resigned, and the project instructors were fired.
After some initial difficulties, a Boston YCCIP landscaping project got off
the ground and flourished. Youths e receiving classroom training to complement
well-superyised work activitigs. Staff and enrollees alike were serious about
their work. But, by the beginning of \the summer, the project was disintegrating.
Staff were never able to get -adequate equipment, and without that were unable
to develpp good worksites. Enrolleés and project personnel alike became
discouraged. By June, both supérvisors had resigned and were replaced by
interim supervisors who were completely untrained. In July, the project
director resigned. A director and two new supervisors were hired.

In the Connectiéut Balance-of-State youth operations, four persons
" have been working together fairly ‘effectively. But there are no formal career
ladders in’ the bureaucratic structure and no one knows what the advancement
opportunities are. The Hartford prime sponsorship, long a political football,
has been hit hard by turnover. As of November 1, 1978, only twelve percent of
the CETA staff have been without the organization for two or more years. The
youth programs have been especially hard hit by resignations or reassignments
within the agency. As.a consequence -of the turmoil, there is no institutional
memory and the effects of staff training have been almost totally washed out.

Portland, touted as one of the better sponsors in the country,. has *
its-¥hare of problems. A CETA staff reorganization has hurt morale, among
the_youth staff especially. The youth office has lost its status as a line
agency on the same level as adult and senior citizen_divisions. Central staff
supportive of the youth initiatives have quit and the supporters of adult
services have emerged as the ones with power -in the new organization. scheme.
Both the central youth office and the youth field netowrk continue to be

- understaffed. With a strong emphasis on 1inking CETA to local economic
devel6pment initiatives, it is becoming apparent that possibly the only way
to provide serviges adapted to youth will be to rely more on local schools.

Symptoms of staff instability do not necessary spell disaster. Even
the Eastern Middlesex }andscaping project experiencing compléte staff turnover
can claim some measure of success. Both the original and the replacement
staff havée been dedicated, maintaining contact with enrollees and counseling
them o an informal basis. In early September, most of the enrolleés -- -
a1l out-of-school youth -- indicated that .they were planning. to return to
school. But a stable staff does improve the chances .for success of any
programs. The more stable sponsorships and projects usually also have better
morale, Tower turnover among clients, and it might be presuméd, a better
chance for being effective: '

Horrpor stories about staff instability are not representative of
local CETA or YEDPA operators in general. But they occur frequently engugh to
merit attention. It is hard to determine the direction in which causality
runs when local operations are in a state of turmoil and prime sponsor staff

.are constantly changing. But the two go hand-in-hand and common sense makes
certain aspects of the national style of CETA administration a likely villain.
Where it is not the vidlain directly, it is indirectly by perpetuating policies
that hinder local survival adaptations. . ,

1
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The federal Administration of CETA appears to have material impact
on spohsor operations in two (interrelated) ways that can affect local staff
stability: first by leaving the sponsors politically vutnérable and second,
to a lesser extent, by leaving them too little time to establish @ local agenda.
CETA‘gponsor directors face a challenging balancing act when they §
try to serve two masters, The federal presence in CETA is unmistakable, and
the law, regulations, and national priorities frequently are not compatible
with local laws and administration practices or policy preferences. The
CETA rhetoric of local authority and discretion frequently is hard to reconcile
with the reality of federally-mandated review procedures that fail to acknowledge
and .allow inadequate time for local governments' own administrative review
procedures. The rhetoric is hard to reconcile with negional office hard-line
directives that are at odds with national office policy and common sense
interpretation of the law and regulations, and further erode local discretion.
Although the rhetoric gets through to mayors and county councils, the-
complexitities of administration do not. Local CETA administrators are left
with the difficult job of explaining the inconsistencjes.

The political durability of local sponsor staff is also undermined
by the unique status they are sometimes accorded in local government. CETA
offices, usually being entirely federally supported*components of local
government, are treated differently from other components of local government.
They are not"a line item on local budgets, except where non-CETA responsibilities
are added, and CETA staff sometimes are not given the civil service protection
that employees of other local government offices have. The lack of civil
service protection and the financial insecurity caused by funding uncertaintigs
reduce the appeal of CETA staff jobs. Furthermore, the sudden’shifts in .
emphasis in Washington and the addition of categorical programs force constant
staff reassignments and structural reorganizations. The cli i iat ¢
and organizational uncertaintygtakes a toll in staff turpover (to say nothing
of program effectiveness). These factors, taken together with the relative
newness of CETA, give CETA offices a_sense of transience and a lack of perteived
bureaucratic rstaying power. - . ’ .

Where CETA directors do not have the political muscle that can
compensate for weak structure, they may try to avoid, controversy or conflict
with other local officials by maintaining @ low profile and following a policy
" of isolated and undramatic programming. But when a choice is forced, CETAN
directors usually opt for legal accountability to the U.S. Department of Labor
instead of political accountability.to local elected officials. They can -
then find themselves forced to resign for being unresponsive to local decision-
makers. . ‘ :

. _CETA staff stability suffers also because of the frustrations and .
uncertainties that attend the implementation federal policies when there,i
too little-time for them to map oq§ a local employment and training agenda-
and)plan programs adapted to it. YEDPA was.implemented as an accelerated pace,
in which a ‘great deal of the time between the first ptanning activity and - (
program implementation was taken up with procedural reviews of hastjly
developed plans based, in part, on the recommendations of youth councils that

\ .
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had met only once or twice and were never adequately briefed about €he dimensions
of youth employment problems or the relative effectiveness of past strategies

for dealing with those problems. After local revikw and approval, the plans

were hastily implemented with too little time to the administrative demands:
hiring qualified staff, and determining what facilities and, equipment were

needed for programs and then obtaining them. The rush left little time for
considering carefully strategic and tactical decisions, building local support,
and forming coalitions. It meant instead, a game of catch-up in which sponsors
had to strike out on their own, rush enrollments, and try operating programs
without the benefit of a break-in period. ‘

] The lack of planning and program development time certainly was a
contributing factor in the inability of the Columbus YETP to get started.
It hurt staff morale and enrollees were quick to catch on and seek out other
opportunities. The YCCIP landscaping project in Eastern Middlesex might have,
fared better had it started with the equipment and the worksites that it
needed. Without the front-end time needed for proper project development,
ztaff there had no better luck finding their work "meaningful® than did the
nrollees. :

The uncertainties-hurt 1inkages with other institutions. Even where
sponsor staff can adjust to the abbreviated planning cycles, administrators
cannot, or can with only the greatest difficulty. The extra effort to plan
and implement LEA agreements quickTy did not ease the way for better CETA-LEA
relations. It only introduced another source of tension. The delays in a
go-ahead signal for a second year of YEDPA held up youth programs until well
into the new school year. In a few cases, they were able to start on time
when the LEAs and other local agencies went out on a 1imb either advancing
funds directly for the second year programs or assuring soma 1iability for
them. In any.event,' the uncertainties and lack of planning militated in favor
of a policy of .incrementalism requiring a minimum of new w?rk.

The youth programs have not been the only source of frustration for

" Jocal sponsors, however. They have been merely one more in a series of

’:, ) The Role of the Regional Offices

frustrations associated with CETA. The delay in reauthorization of CETA.and
funding delays and uncertainties for all CETA programs typify the larger
problems facing local sponsors. The ad hoc style of national manpower, policy
formulation by the Congress and the crisis style of management by the

U.S. Department of Labor are the factors most frequently cited by the sponsors
as the underlying cause of their planning difficulties. .

-

N .
The point of contact-betweén prime sponsors and the U.S. Department

of Labor is the office of the regional administrator. It is responsible for
communicating to the prime sponsor notice about laws and regulations, and

for passing on policy and administrative dirqﬁ%ives. It reviews and approves
sponsor plans and answers inquiries about interpretation of laws and regulations.
The regional office also acts as a conduit for technical assistance. In the
formal adninistrative scheme, it is the gatekeeper for information and autherity

. that sponsors need for their operations. .

49
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There is a predictable tension between dpopgprs and regionat—pffices.
springs from the authority that the regional offid® has .over lowl programs.
Whether the relationship becomes contentious seems to depend mastly on Avhether
regional office authority is exercised in a spirit of cooperation.—'Unfortunately,
during implementation of the youth programs, non-cooperation has been a
recurring, though not pervasive, theme." ‘

" In-the view of someg of the sfonsors being evaluated, their contact
with the regional offices with regards to the youth: programs has been marked
by too 1ittle attention to the spirit of YEDPA, the ‘substancerof program
designs, or the effectiveness of program strategies. Insfead, there has been .
frequently a fixation with mechanical compliance activity, pushing prime
~— Sponsor speriding, and assuring that sponsors do not make waves. As one reagon
“or rejecting a sponsor plan, a regional office objected to the use of time
allocations expressed in fractions of percents. In another region, the office
put pressure on a sponsor that had decided not to apply, for .YCCIP money. -~
Yet the offices were oblivious to Targer policy questions. For exampl&,
although the Columbus sponsor was not in violation of any laws and did indeed
submit a plan on time, the total ineffectiveness of its implementation efforts
escaped «censure by the regional office’
<. - Another problem some sponsors identified was the lack of timely -
information from regional offices, and'the occasional distortions of national
* - Teffjce policy. Early in_the course of implementation, sponsors had difficulty
obﬁ?iﬁing answers to inquiries-about the interpretation of YEDPA and the .
YEDPA regulations.. These problems were compounded when regional office {
* information wa$ plaifity wrong. One sponsor received the wrong estimate for
its 1978 YEPP allopatioris. Some sponsors were directed to keep SPEDY separate
“from YETP and XCQIP activities. Others discovered they were not receiving .
technical assistahce materidl from the national office and found the regional
office training to be addressed tp marrow procedural concerns, paying 1little

s V' Fon a

attention to strategic policy-issjes. o

9 < Iy . :

It is not hard to fihd reasons for fhe breakdown in the regional ===
role of transmitting information and providffgitechnical assistance. In the
rush to implement the youth programs,:tﬁ;,v:ljpns sometimes had no faster
access than prime sponsors to interpretftions-ofregulations or. technical
assistance material. Sponsors, under .thé gun to get plans out in a hurry, -
found it faster-and ‘more reliable to go around rdgional offices and contact
_ the national office directly. OGfficialk tTthe hational office, after
/S encountering® resistance in the regiopfl \network to fast implementation,
) frequently cooperated in the end ruffl. Regiondl personnel, often lacking
experience, were also burdened with resp ﬁ??bilities for dincreasing public
service employment, enrollments. The extpa responsibilities and the complexity
of the new youth legislation made it difficult for them to cope with all the
inquiries from local sponsors. It is nft unusual for>them to know far less
about national policy on particular proghams than local administrators. Unable
to provide much useful infotmation to prim onsors, regional personnel seem -
to have found in many cases that the only way they can exert influence is .
administratively, though approval power over sponsor plans and program
activity. Yet even there, Yegiona] office opinions are not final authority,

? -

~
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but are subject to reversal by the natidnal office. Undeé these conditions,
contact between sponsor's and regional office officials exacerbates the
natural tension between them.

» Théreasons for the poor relations that frequently exist between
regiona]l offices and prime sponsors are not hard to fathom, and the consequences
are predictable. The solution to the problems that the tensions create are

not so obvious. At a minimum they depend upon the Department of Labor ‘
determining, as a matter of explicit policy, what the appropriate role of
‘ the regional network is, and then standing by the policy. «
’ .‘ . 4 ~
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1. Experience Thus Far-Quantitative

1A. Enrollments, Terminations, Expenditures£> ‘

Data on enrollments and expenditures by each of the prime spgnsors is
shown on the following tables. Before focusing on the Specifics of these
for each éf the areas, it is worth not£ng the very disparate sizes of the
thTee pg&ge sponsors being evaluated. While the Hartford consortium\is more
than 3 times the. size of the C;ty of Waterbury's program, the former is only
about one-third the size of the BOS (balance of state). These size d;ffer--
ences make the administration of these programs very different kinds of
operations for eaéh of the prime sponsors. Accordingly, each of the prime
sponsors experiences very different tyﬁes of management problems.,

For the BOS actual expenditures for,both YETP and YCCIP were less than
two-thirds of the planned levels, yet actual enrollments were .87 and 1. 26

of the planned levels for:YETP and YCCIP respectively. ObviOusly, BOS had

less trouble finding en?dllees for 1its programs than it did in spending what

A]

A
1t. had originally planned for either program. This experience, geperally,

, ) 2
was repeated in the other jurisdiétions. - ' T

In Waterbury the level of expenditures was between 80-90 percent of \"
2 a - L4 .

that planned. Under YETP Waterbury s emrollments were about 95 percent of

"the .planped levels and for the small YCCIP program, actual enrollments

\\\éxceeded the planned level (25 vs. 23).
N ‘
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In Hartford as with the other two prime sponsors enrdllments repre-
sented a higher ratio of actual to planded than did expgndituresl * Under
YCCIP only 85 percent of authorize& funds were spent whii; actual enroll-
ments were.l25 percent of planned levels. For the YETé programsvactual ;n-
rollments were 120 percent of planned levels while actual expenditures were
below 60 percent of the planned figures. ) ’

. "

In each of the cases for prime. sponsors (and for most of the program
operators) they experienced turnover rates that were higher than anticipated.
With high ;ates of termination and with a readily available pool of youth to°
move into vacant Blots, this finding that acsq;l enrollments outpaced expendi-~

.tures, relative to planned levels,is hardly surprising.

Turning specifically now to the experilence of BOS, there 1s nct much
difference in the ratio of actual-to-planned enrollments for males (.89) and
females (.84) under YETP. In YCCIP, however, there appears to have been some
unanticlpat;d female barticipation. This 1s not explained by a more rapid

” turnover of femal;s in YCCIP, éor the ratio of term}nations-to;enrollments for
YCCIP maies and females are .87 and .68, respectively.

The ratio of actual-to-planned enrollments is higher for whites than for
nonwhjtes in both progra;s in BOS. ThéAdisparity is particularly large for
YCCIP, where several operators have indicated some difficulty in attracting

m{ggritiesu This must be at Ieast partially attributable to the nonurban

settings of some of the YCCIP projects.




In'YETP;iOS, where income resérictiops prevail, the actual proporéion
of gg;al paréicipanps who ar; economically disadvantaged is‘.83, virtually
the same as the,plénngd proportion, .84. In YCCIP<BOS, however, where theré
are no specific income restxiictions, the actudl proportion of disadvantaged,

A.54, i; lower than planne;, .65. It may be that the previously mentioned.
difficulties éith turnover and attracting minorities in YCCIP resulted in
sopewhat "leds disadvantaged" youth beiné drajp into the program. Still,

~

there seems to be iittle evidence ‘hat YCCIP érograms haye departed from
their pr;mary oquctive‘of serving~l f‘?IEE“'YOQCh.[

With regard to otger significant segments in BOS both programs seem to
have had moderate to good success (in relation to plans) in serving previous -
offipdérs. Although planned figures for AFDC/PA fgcipients wefe not avail- ’
able, actual figures show that significgnt propbrtions of tgtal participants
fall into this category (.24 for YETP and .15 for YCCIP). Actual services
provided to han&icappe& persons and veterans fall gighifICantly sﬂort of plans
i; both programs. Veterans have been droﬁped as a target group for .FY 79.

A closer %nspection of data pertaining to_terminations and entzf into- .
employmeqﬁ provides a clearer picture of thisqprobleﬁ in BO§. Note that the

actual-to-planned ratios for YCCIP participants entering employment (.76) and

for othef positive terminations K.SS) are relatively low, while the actual-to-

planned ratio for nonpositive terminations (2.84) is quite large. This pattern
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is not so apparent in YETP, where the comparable figures afe .56, .97,  and

.84, reSpeccively; YETP, not surprisingly, m cthave high turnover

rates among l4-15 year-olds. In BOS YETP exhibits a lower ratio of termina-

‘

tions-to~enrollments, -a sliéhCIy higher ratio of employment encry-cd;cermina-

tions, and a much lower ratio of nonpositive terminations-to-total terminations
V4 .

than does YCCIP. -

As noted Sugra actual erffollments exceeded planned levels by ut 20-25 e

°

A4
-

'

.percent in Hartford. Under YETP, overenrollments occurred for minorities 3
(172%), economically disadvantaged (118Z), and‘Hispanics (275%). Only the
handicapped were underenrolled (55%). Under YCCIP, overenrollments were aiso
the éreacesc for Hispanics (172%), but were high for out-of-school youths
(122%), minorities (120%),;ecénomicaily disadvancage512175§), and school drop-
outs (liZZ). . ' . '
- . ' - L '
Actual terminations under YETP in Hartford were 143% qf planned termina-
tions, and under YCCIP were 165% of planned terminations for the year. Under
" YETP about one-third of White youths were terminated (25% of those terminations
subsequently entered the labor fgrce) and about one-fourth of Black youths were
terminated (wicé abou;i?Si,of those terminations subsequently entering the

labor force). The plan called for about 45% of those terminated to enter the

labor force. Under YCCIP a little more than two-thirds ‘of White youths and

61
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just two-thirds of the Black youths were terminated. Three of the 20 White

youths terminated entered employment; none of the 36 Black youths found

emplo&menc by the end of the fiscal year. The plan called for a little,less
.. ,

than 25% of those t:erminat:ecé to enter the labor force. &,
In summary both’progrhms in Hartford had higher termination rates and
lower subsequent employment-rates than were planned.

. In Waterbury all but one of the programs were very small and may have

-
‘

accounted for the relative ability of that prime éponsor_CO’meec many of

igs plans. In YééIP the ratios of actual to planned enrollments of blacks,
females ﬂdySpanish youth were all tlose to unity. “Nonjposicive tefminations”
were partitularly high in the 2 prog;ams for out~of-school youch.' Oﬁc of
the 170 youth enrolled in Waterbury's YETP only 2 entered employment after
chei?rograms, compared to 15 planned. ‘

In summary, CQe prime sponsors were working in areas where they had
relagively limited experiehce: Moreover, the serious problems in the planning

process described in our first 2 interim reports meant that there was every—

reason to expect major disparities between planned and actual performance.

- <

The ‘delayed start of thé programs further complicated matters for the prime

sponsors. To the extent that their experience in the first ;earxis reflected
planning for the second, they can each anticipate especially high rafes of

zggnover from the out-of-school youéh and relatively limited success there

:when assessed agaian*Chg usual criteria of stable employment, high earnings

and/or return to school.
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1B. Quality of the Data .

The basic source of most data on YEDPA is the program operator. For that

-

reason the quality of the data gan vary considerably, not only across prime

sponsors:but by projects as wgll. In general,Tthe data gathering is seen as a
- . 7

necessary evil imposed by someone up~the-line. As such, the effort to gather

‘thfm seems ‘to, be done grudéingby at all levels. .

L 4
.

For Waterbury and BOS tge data are probably reasonably accurate. In

Waterbury both a project monitor and a management information specialist seek

to verify monthly the data'received. Thé programs are small enough that CETA

staff often seem to know the naoes of youth in the program and can identify

data on a personal basis, e.g. John Smith graddated and fodnd emp loyment yith
'terbury Tool Co. A recent change in CETA staff has brought in a new monitor

who appears to be quite serious about maintaining good data. Yety in the data

.

supplied to us (and previously to Boston) some inconsistencies were found and

-

Eere subsequently changed.

» .

The BOS is dbviously well removed from the variods projects it supports.

.

Yet, project operators are subjeet to having their records spot-checked during
pezigdic visits by the"onitor. As such, we believe these data are aldo quite

good. And if openness is an indicator of.the confidence that prime spodsors

have in their data both Waterbury and BOS have always been absolutely prompt

-

and complete in providing any data ve requested‘them " C

Needless to say the situation in Hartford has been different. As reported

previousl‘r the data system has been a problem here from the outset. Mo‘
. ’ 12

y b

significantly, the substantial changes and turnover in personnel leave one with

£




the view that the store is .left untended. The absence of close monitoring
means that the project operators have limited direction or guidance iﬁ dealing
with requests for data. However, the extraordinarily tense situation in
Hartford is such that operators of programs could be expected to maintain good
records and to provide scrupulbusly documented data. Given the variety of

auditors and law enforcement_agencies that are eiamining‘CHP and some of their

. . .
contractors at- the present time one can have cqnsiderable confidence in the

-

, recent data (at least) coming from Hartford.

Thus far we have referred simply to program.data, those that arise out of

the projects direttly. A second issue of quality pertains to planning data,’

- 3 “ [
those that are used by ‘the prime sponsors to plan and to justify programs to
- . B, |

.. b
the Reglonal Office. These can be divided into two types, internally and

.

externally generated. xamples of the former are the targets that must be pro-
vided when the Regional Office prepares to provide funds for programs. These

B
targets are frequently only wild guesses, partigularly when a program (such

~T —

as YEDPA in 1977-78) is a new one and_the ‘prime sponsors have little or no

o

experience or benchmark from which to operate.
N .

The externally generated data refer to those such as universe of need,

unemp loyment. rates, school dropouts, etc. Several issues need to be noted

here. First, since the prime sponsorslgee requests for these data as essential

elements in their proposals for funds, but of little or no programmatic value

they have 1little incentive not to pass dlong someone else's data to DOL,

regardless of its quality. Thus, for example, data from the 1970 Decennial
< .

’
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Census are being sdiplied because no other are available, despite their

being very stale. Data supplied by state agencles are also frequently cited

a

despite problems of quality and timeliness. fAﬁbcheg problem occurs for BOS
since many governmental data are limited as to availability to SMSA's or

urban areas.

By

It needs to be reiterated that we know of no attempts to deliberately
- “/

mislead the Regiona%,Office Insceéd,'data requests from there arq_roucinely
.honored with the best available daca for the purpose of satisfying the source

\§}unds. Some of these data, however, do not warrant serious or nonsuper-

L 4

ficial attention. Yet the prime sponsors, often sensing that Boston knows

4 -

that these data only faintly resemble accurate statistics, play the game.

/
1C. Other Data Issues-

One indicator we believed of the degree to which prime sponsors took

seriousiy.che issue of knowledge development is the extent—-fuantitatively

and qualitatively-—of dgta collection beyond that mandated by DOL. Clearly,

some of these required data will be of intérg;c to the prime sponsors but -

-
-

we sought to find how much additional data, either forx evaluation or ‘manage-
ment .information, are being collected. The picture wasVsomewhat mixed.

The Hartford agency appears to collect nothing beyond that which is

. /
required by DOL. That effort appears to be burdensome enough for CMP and is

-

not surprising. Waterbury attempted to develop some "soft" data on partici-

pant conduct, work attitudes and habits; and academic performance. Some

«
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problems were encounteréd, particularly ds the prime sthsor received inade-
P ; ) ;
quate cooperation from the sshools. At first, some of this was seen in the
schools as a needless burden for them. Moreover, internal CETA staff

‘

probleﬁs-néw,apparently ended-undermined the effort. As such,a new effort

will be undertaken this year to gather such kinds of data. Fuffher, the .
. -

development of the questionnaires is a task that has been given to the Youth

Council. _ .
In BOS it seems clear that although the’prime sponsor and the program

operators generally are not inclined to collect non-mandated information’

they would be Yilling to collect other data which they perceive to be more
; ~e ’ .

relevant to the operation of their programs. For example, one mew program

.

operator has expressed this clearly:
‘ "Acknowledging that there is a legitimate need for
financial and social accountability in providing
government services,-as a new program operator I am
concerned about forms upon forms which have no °
clear relationship to the program we are running nor
can this information be used by a local operator

to improve- gervices rendered. Hopefully, as the
Department .of Labor continues its youth employment ~
program, it will involve program operators in’the -
development of forms which are meaningful to all par-
ties, as well as helpful in planning of particular
programs.” (Yoyth Adult Council, Westport).’

o

Some of the prqgraﬁ operators are carrying out evaluations of themselves,
however. In Madison, Ctl,for example Project Learn has rétained the services

of an educational_COnsulting‘firm to examine its program.
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The whole issue of DOL data needs may have to be reevaluated. We detect

—

not simply the readily predictable strain between prime*sponsofs and the

Regi¥mal Office that are generated by poorly understood Aemands fot data. In-
?

deed, we also see‘felatioﬁs between program operators and the prime sponsors

~ strained as the latter pass such requests down to the former. Data collection

is not a costless venture and with verx;limited resourcds (and very low costs

Y

- for administfation), a very direct trade-off occurs involving less time given

to proéram management. Further, where the needs of DOL are not understood and

s

the effort is pro forma, morale must necessarily be jeobardized. While, the

price of that may not be readily estimated, that does hot suggest to us that

R . »

. 4t is negligible. ’

2. Experience Thus'Far--Quélitatibé . >

r
2A. Prime Sponsor's Adjustments L. 7

——— -

l ‘Each of the three Connecticut prime sponsors encountered probdems in

-

. . “ * : o’ ) & i -
dealing -with the slow start-up of YEDPA. These difficulties involved both

-~

visible and not visible issues. The latter have been described in our earlier
reports under the heading of planﬁing, project(?nd program-identification’ and

- the like. The more visible outcome of thé‘inadequate planning and late start-
¢ ° : , .
up is evident-by the level of actual expenditures relative to planned expendi-
* A

tures. In Hartford this }Qifo was 59 percent in YETP and 85 percentrfor YCCIP.
> ‘ e -
°
In Waterbury total actual to total planned expenditures was 84 percent and in

BOS the ratios were 64 percent and 66 percent for YETP and YCCIP, respectively.

-

EXS
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When the prime sponsors were told to limit spending to 73 percent of the

LI

budgeted level, the prime sponsors sought to use attrition to provide for

. this. Appatently, the stop-start spending messages from DOL are not new and

* the prime sponsors react to these by asking program operators to respond
- L3

accordingly through changing their intake flows. Attrition rates in the youth
programs at least are high enough to allow considerable flexibility in program

size—and hence costs. This is also easier to ﬁahage’ﬁhen there 18 an ever-
present queue to enter the program. Aside from adjusting the flow of youth;
a small number of projects were added midway in the year to absorb th#'lqggeq

v 3'

funding. Hartford, for example, used this opportunity to add a horticulture

projecg}under YCCIP.
The surplus funds in Hartford have been used to fund programs in October

and November until approval ié'receiyed for the 1979 allotment. If the Regional

N .

Office should ultimately not approve the use of these funds, Hartford would have’
to pay for this directly. This uncertainty, in the midst of the already uncs::
€

tain ‘environment’, serves to heighten tensions in that situation. T

>

.
-

The Evolution of Problems

o N

‘2B.

~

It is not possible to fully describe the horrendous events that have trans-—

-

pired in Hartford since the last interim report. Earlier, we had noted the

-

almost.beleaguered‘position of CMP, the Hartford prime sponsor. Aside from — —
3

being czgght between various Qighly placed political figures in Hartford, it was

held in very low repute by DOL . (Boston and Washington), aﬁﬁtsqrife existed.,

-

-

I % . .

o
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Ei between the City and the suburban towns of the consortium. Just prior to
YEDPA a new director was brought in to improve CETA's administration. While
- - ) ) ’ -
" this unenviable condition persisted the youth programs were somewhat removed

from the battle partly.because they were quite small and not linked to the

o

w

older, controversial programS;{ Even today, after the over-all program has

been thoroughly rocked the yodth progfams continye to o;erate outside the

focus of hostile public attention. Conceivably, that situation may deterio-
” .

rate at any time but for the present YEDPA is alive if not robust.

The turning point for CETA in Hartford occurred in the late spring when

) \ o ’
a rapidly changing set of estimates of program deficits became public. This

-

vas followed by charges of corruption on the part of some of CMP's contractors,

[y

and a 5réak—in at CETA's office to taﬁper with files. Iﬁ a community as small
and a8 staid as Hartford the matter took on monumental proportions and was.
front-page material for weeks. Not surprisingly in the light of previous his-

al

tory, a conflict arose about liability for a }oughly $1.5 million deficit

between the City of Hartford and the other towns in the consortium. .Till now,

' a large number of ques;;;ns persisﬁ about the source of thg ngicit but the
media attention to the crisis has been somewh;t reduced. 1In the wake of the
developments, the Director of CMP was made to res}gn and shortly, theiéafterl
éh? poweFful’City Manager of Hartford,K also was forced out. A variety of law
enforcement bodies are cu?réntly working at CMP offices to unearth evidence“of'

o

program ‘corruption. A situation of trusteeship essentially prevails for GMP.

ne
.
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The major impact of these developmentg fo; the youth programs has been
the over-all upheaval for staff. The two individuals who had hands-on respon-
sibility ;or YETP aqd YCCIP have been moved from their positions. There is a
decided lack of céntinuity‘and the situation is clearly a poor one.

Not surprisingly then, other Hartford problems noted in earlier reports
have not been solved. For example, we reported a number of difficulties in-~
volving the Hartferd Area Manpower Planning Council (HAMPC) and the Youth
Planning Council in the planning process.’ These matters deteriorated ov;r
the~3ummer and early fall and questions were raised concerning the legitimacy
of HAMPC. Had the term of the HAMPC members'expired? Within this past month
the ent}re group has been dissolved and has been ;ﬁolly reconstituted. Appoint-
ments hive largely emanated from Hartford City Hall.‘ The Maya;, who had been
the Chairman, is no longer a member of the Cémmittee. The Youth Planning
Council has also been reconstituted. Neithef~;roup has yet been fully ;bpointed.

Another problem cited pfevio&sly was the development (or lack of it) of a

- - A
nev management informatio# system. The system is stiil not operational and the

-4

'T;tle III reporting requirements are given as one of the causes. Till now
CMP has not had ;n experienced computer programmer on its staff. Such a person
has now been recruited.

fnhearlié; reports we noted -also the difficulties in implementing the

suburban component of YETP. gfhe program operator (Capital Region Education

Council -~ (CREC) had found it difficult to reach out easily to students, working

aw=
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through 24 separate school boards. The town officials in turn are discouraged
about all the paperwork involved with placing so few students in the program.
Oné town official who voiced this complaint had only 6 students from his
jurisdiction in YETP. These problems largely remain.

By contrast the much more compact and less populous Waterbur§ CETA
encountered rélaﬁively few problems operationally, aside from a siggle trouble-
some project with high tdrnover. That problem was never resolved but the
operation in question has been closed and not refunded.

Some comﬁon problems identified for each of the prime sponsors in our
earlier reports included the lack of effectfve participation on the Youth
Councils, slow or little p}égress in arranging and granting academic credit,
and considerable confusidg regarding the meaning and intent of "knowledge
development'. Each of the Youth Councils is to be reconstituted or restructured
(see EE&EQ)' Some progress is being'made on the matfer‘of academic credig:
Moreover, the State Board of Education has recently established a unit to deter-
mine statewide standards, for the granting of academic credit in work experience
programs. Confusion over the meaning of "knowledge develbpﬁaht“ persists and

P

this is most easily observed by reading some of the program operators' annual

- 3

“

reports in rpgard to'.this issue. ’ ‘

. Some concerns by program operators in BOS about the wage ipcentives for
youth haveled to the adoption of a more flexible wage policy by the prime spon-

sor in ‘1979. Other problems have emerged which wes® not so apparent in early




¢ +

phases of the program. As the éool of potential jobsites has been depleted,
operators in §OS and elsewhere have become more vocal about the nonprofit
séctor restriction. A revision of pol cy’in this area, though, is obbiousl;
beyond the éontrol of the prime sponsor. Strained relations between the DOE'
regional office and the BOS, and CBO di;satisfaction with the Employment
Security Division's ce#tification and referral procedures, are also problems

which were not so evident before.

2C1. The Evolving Role of the Program Operators

The first year of operating YEDPA has been important in educating all
participants in it. The prime sponsors had very little knowledge of the
problems involved with running youth programs and many of the proéram opera-
tors were also quite inexperienced. yhile many of the latter previously had
run manpower or human resource projects that might have included some youth
(at least some older ones) few had ever dealt with them exclusively. Other
operators of programs found the experience ofubeing a CETA contractor a novel
one and needed time tQ learn the ways of the prime sponsor and DOL. Very few
found themselves in the position of the Hartford public school system which

simply operated its YETP project as it had an earlier program whose funding

had run out. Genmerally, most operators found their experience to be edifying

@ e

and many are.gonfident that this will allow them to do better in FY 1979 (where
programs are to be continufﬁ?%?-ln one sense~—if they are correct--there is a
very signifiéant message here for DOL. By whatever criteria YETP and YCCIP
will bé evaluated, opg¥aegrs believe that the outcomes w%ll be significantly

=
improved in the coming yegar. - s :
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One of the les;ons that seems to come through loudly is the difficulty of
working with these youth aﬁd the gserious magnitude of their problems, Partic-
ularly for the out-of-school youth, very large doses of counseging and super-
vision are needed. A number of program operators, especially ones who had not
previously serviced youth, were surprised by the range and severity of problems

which many of their clients brought to the program.

"Although many of our goals were obtained, we were

surprised at the great amount of needs and services

the youngsters required to he properly prepared for

work and good work attitudes." (Human Resource

Development Agency, Naugatuck). /

Operators have responded to this broad range of needs by initiating programs

"

aimed at helping entering clients "...to attain some of the basic life skills

necded for day-to-day existence." (Windham Area Community Action ‘Program,

Danielson). These activities include workshops on personal finances, first aid,

birth control, personal hygiene, and access to low-income health care services.

While man; of these presentations and discussions were conducted in-hguse or
with the assistance of.other nonprofit community agencies, there were some in;
stances of private sector involvemefht. For the clients df one program, for
example, the Southern New England Telephone Company administered a wo}kshop on
the use of telephon? equipment. . '
A Ahmggr of operétors have also indicated the need for morecthorough

assessment of acquired skills, aptitudes, and #ttitudes at the time of entry.

Negative self-images and poor work attitudes. seem to be prevalent problems and

have evoked a varfetﬂxof fesponses ranging from individual psyéhological
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counseling services (usually donated) to a 30-hour course entitled "Adventures
in Attitudes"” (Work Experience Program, Me;iden).('With regard to the latter
‘ e s .

effort, the operator reports that "...the records shJ: a great improvepent in
work attendance, interest in acquiring new skills and development of positive
attitudes about employment, goals and life in general."” If the DOL concentrates
too narrowly on the work experience needs of these youth the programs cannot
hope to succeed for mény of the participants. These program operators appear

to be saying that if the services are geared exclusively to work, income or
return-to-school outcomes, and the programs are evaluated accordingly, DOL will
‘not be meeting the real needs for many youth and will likely tnderestimate the
value of these projects. Instea:, considerable attention through close ?ersonal
contact must be given to changing attitudes, perceptions, feelings of seif worth
and the like. Perhaps this conviction was strongly held by s?me program opefa-
tors prior to YEDPA but we sense that others have acquired it--or ﬁad it
reinforced-—&uring the past year. Again, this view emerges particuylarly where
the youth involved weré those that were highly aiienated and may have come from
backgrounds which included criminal behavior, learning handicaps, abusive.‘a
parents, etc. Many of these were concentrated, in the out-of-school prog£ams.

>

_For one prime sponsor, Hartford, any learning by program operators over

the first year has been critical. Given the past dependence by CMP on "oral

history", and the reality of almost total personnel turnover in the yout@ area

recently, combined with the recent appointment of the third "Fed Rep" in 6

—
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months, continuity and experience must come from the program operators.

-

Additionally, as noted earlier little or no history can be provided by the

newly constituted planning councils there.
\

N

An important piece of evideﬁég that there was learning by program opera-

tors is the change in program plans for the year ahead. For example, an LEA

in Waterbury operated a program during 1977-78 that involved little more than’
- .
paying some students to "help out" after school. The second year program by

contrast, will involve'similar youth in significant skill training in the com-
- munications arts, e.g., writing, printing, photography, office skills, etc.

These students will help to develop a community newspaper. o7
I 53

& Some program operators developed a better awareneés of how to deal with
public aEEEgies. Thus, while a number réported problems working with the
Coﬁﬁéégicut State Employment Security inision, a number also reported that
they now feel more equipped to deal with ESD, and the whole intake process.
One program operator was described to us by CETA staff during the year

as intransigent. (This conformed to the views expressed to us by participants

in the program.)

This program operator, was discouraged from seeking a second

YETP contract and will not be involved in the 1979 program.

there was no learning, except perhaps by the prime sponsor.

2C2. Common Problems for Program Operators

3

In this case,

.

. - v -
A number of problems that face a number of program operators have become

evident. They are almost certainly not unique to Connecticut., - .

e

’\




a. Certification and referral .

Each of the threeAprime sponsors utilizes the State Employment Security

Division to certify applicant eligibility., ESD is also a source of client

referrals. Among local operators there appears to be some dissatisfaction
with this process.

"Difficulty with certification process through the
Employment Setvice presented problems due to infor-
mation which was often incomplete and inaccurate. -
In addition, there was a lack of response to recruit-
ment efforts of the program. Statistics from the-
Labor Department indicated a large number of youth
who were registered with the Employment Service and
eligible for the program. However, many of these
individuals were never referred by the Employment
Service to the program." (Youth-Career Development
Program, Cromwell).

+

Where ESD did make referrals, they were not always found to be the moét needy.

"Some Employment Service referrals were considered
inappropriate due tosjthe fact that they failed to
identify those with the greatest needs, and priori-
. ties were therefore given to those who met the pro-
jected goals of this-program; however, all were
. accommodated,'" (Spanish Learning Center, Danbury).

Other operators found ESD certification to be a hazardous process.
""Many of the applicants we referred never returned .
to us because of the 'run around' encountered there.
If we could’certify, the program would be more
successful.” (Southbury Training School, Southbury).

¢ -+ This call for direct certification is echoed by another operator.

"Difficulties in recruitment and certification process
could be overcome by a more careful evaluation of
: : individuals at the Employment Service or more pre-
. ferably by allowing individual programs to handle the
process itself." (Youth Career Development Program,
Cromwell), . .
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b. 'Selection criteria

. In addition to dissatisfaction with the certification process, there is

some concern about the relevance .of the income restrictions, particularly in
‘

YETP programs.

"CETA eligibility requirements based on family income

should be eliminated or raised substantially in order

that\all youth who could benefit from the program be’

served. Eligibility criteria for YCCIP which encourages

preference to economically disadvantaged but imposes no

income requirements should be applied to YETP programs \
)' as well." (Youth Career Development Program, Cromwell).

One ;f the LEAs engaged in providing career employment experiences and transi-

tion services notes that:
: .

‘ "There are students whose family income is greater than
the 85% income level but who are in need of employability
skill development to a far greater degree than some stu-
dents whose families meet the economic guidelines." '
(Project LEARN, Madison).

Even in YCCIP programs, where there are no specific income limitations, the
required collection of family income information presents problems for the

operator.

"A case in point.is the difficulty of securing required
family income information when students are living in
single parent family environments which are often
strained, if not volatile. As you know, the mandated ///
request for this income information seems at times in-
congruous with an employment program which has no income
N eligibility requirement. We understand that students who
come from disadvantaged family situations should be given
s first opportunity to participate in this program and
indeed, they are and will continue to be. However, we
find that at times it is impossible to secure this infor-
mation from precisely the students who need to be& employed
Q; because of their home situation.' (Youth Adult Council,
‘ Westport)". .

2 . v

~z
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] . .
An outside observer of the Westport YCCIP program describes the problem in
even greater detail. . '
"Some of the problems Bill pointed out seem to be
almost inevitable, and perhaps exacerbated when a
small, individualized prpgram deals with the bureau-
cracy. He felt that DOL's forms, especially for in-
take, presented problems, and-took a disproportionate
amount of time-—for him and for the high’ school
staff, especially since this program had at the out- .
set identified its target group as 'at risk' stu- ‘
dents, rather than the economically disadvantaged.
It is close to impossible to obtain figures on fami-
ly income from many of the young people's families,
“since they come from broken homes and/or unstable
family settings. In some cases, repeated attempts
to ceontdct a parent produce no result; in others,
the parent in a single-parent home cahnot provide
data on the other parent's financial status, or, in
some cases, even his/her whereabouts. As an example
of still another kind of problem, there is the
father who holds a responsible job with a large cor- .
poration, who refused to fill out the form, which he
considered an invasion of privacy. His son would
* clearly not qualify under the income guidelines, but
there can be no question as to his need for this pro-
gram as a potential high school dropout and an 'at
risk' youth...The boy has been in trouble at school--
as to his studies and behavior, was recently the
driver of a car involved in a serious accident. (He
was 'stoned' at the time.) According to Bill, the
state DOL takes the position that this student should
i be 'terminated' because the income form does not com-
ply, even, though it seems evident that the program is
providing the only success experience (perhaps 'non-

, failure experience' would be enough of a description)
he has. Bill suggests that DOL is asking,CBO's '’
(Community-Based Organizations) to target a population

\\éé.e., 'at risk youth') they (the DOL) don't'know very
ch about, and therefore rely on criteria which are
frequently irrelevant. Another boy in the program was<
recently arrested for grand larceny; his father is 'a
successful, upper-income person.' Bill asks, 'Does

s

L
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o that mean he's not needy?' He estimates "that the
) . intake form comprised a problem for about one-third:
. ) of the program participants; the legalistic language

e . and nature of the prescribed intake interview was
. difficult for them to understand, and in additfon the
. information needed was hard to obtain." (Joan Schine,
Program Associate of the National Commission on
. Resources, for Youth). f -
c. Public/non-profit restriction ‘ .. ® - -

~

One of the most common complaints registered by program operators involves

the restriction of job slats to public and private nonfprofit agencies.
"The problem of meaningful work experignce and train-
ing must be addressed by program opergtors and by v
those who make the rules. It would be) the proposal
of this program and its participants to allow enrol-
lees to enter into the private sector where neces-
sary. A much greater variety and certainly many
more opportunities for training are available."
(Vocational Opportunity and Develepyment for Youth,
Clinton). 1

Some operators point to the difficulty of establishing career ladderjrin the

non-profit sector. : I

' C
"The program involved career ladders, but on a ).

limited basis; limited because we can only place
our trdinees in non-profit agencies and many of
thesi agencies do not have the capital to hire

- addityonal he;p." (01C, New London). .

Otherg'point to‘snpqg?ision problems in such agencies.

"Supervision §f participants at work sites was at

times ingufficient. Due to the fact that partici- &
pants were placed at‘non-profit agencies which are

often understaffed, time afforded for supervision

was often minimal." (Youth Career Development

Program, Cromwell).

An interesting summary of this general problem is proviﬁed by one YCCIP operator.

1]
.

4
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"The intrinsic problem with work experience pro-
grams is that employment opportunities offered by
them are considered to be distinct from employment
in the private sector by participants as well as
by program designers. Youth did not develop a
commitment to the job and therefore demonstrated
poor work habits. Particularly in YCCIP projects,
skills developed are not readily transferable to
any private sector occupation. Most individuals
placed by program staff were placed in industries
*in which either very little skills were required
or they were required to learn a new skill. Work
experiencamprojects should be designed carefully
by program operators to resemble the private
sector to ensure development of appropriate
marketable skills and in order that youth experi-
as much as possible the realities and respon-
sibilities of the everyday working world. (Park
Development and Maintenance Program, Cromwell).

i

A staff person in a Waterbury. program said about the more general ques-
tion of worksites "CETA seems toosensitive to participants, and not to care
about -worksites. This sort of program can't work without good worksites and

you have to be considerate of them."

d. Transportation

.

A number of*program operators in the state serve large geographical areas.

Transportation of giients, as well as staff, often presents problems. Minibus

services provided by state or local agenciés, carpools, leased vans, etc.,

©

” .
have been used, but in some areas potential clients who have no private means

of transportation go unserved or face a very limited range of employment experi-

7

ence alternatives. The problem is most severe outside of the largest urban

¢ -

centers where some form of public transportation is usually available.

-

¢

4
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e. Need for more supetvision and administration
3

-

In a variety of ways, a number of ‘operators have indicated that there
’ &
'is a need to augment youth program funds currently available for supervision

of clients and for program administration. One YCCIP operator potes that:

"...the funding ratio of administrative and super-
visory costs to client costs often prevented the
program from hiring more qualified staff, better
trained supervisors, and better equipment and
materials. These factors often made the program

a less meaningful employment experience. for youth."
(Park Development and Mainternfnce Program, Cromwell).

This same program was able to supplement its supervisory staff with a- contri-

bution of one town employee's time, but this proved to be an unsatisfactory

arrangement. . -

"The situation in which two supervisors/ one hired
by the program, the other provided as ﬁéfizi;:;;
contribution from the-town, were utilized was-less
than ideal. When other projects demanded more and
more of the time of the town-provided sGpervisor
-until he became no longer available to the program,
the ratio of one supervisor to 15 participants made
program operations difficult. Volunteers from the -
town did alleviate some of these problems, but youth
could not receive the individualized attention from
which they could have benefitted greatly."

These problems are stimulating some resource shifts which may not be completely

desirable. 1In FY 79, t:h.is part‘ar operator "..,will work with in-sc/pool

rather than out-of-school youth who appear to require more individual attention

‘gnd supefvision than a group preject setting can provide."

&

5 .




-;'

"'27"' °

L]

Supervision s not élways a matter of discipline or i,parﬁing technic;1
. . . ’ ¢ [
- skills. Because of the lac&%gﬁ selfrconfidence of many of the firogram par-

N Q‘\ : ~
ticipants, adult supervisign is often needed more for-r€assurance than for

: v . ; ‘ /

.authority. ., .
. . »
Budgets containing.inadequate provisions for administrative and super- ., <
- © <« - - 2
- . visory costs sometimes result from efforts to satisfy ﬂerceived legislative )
intent. An outside obgerver déscribes her conversatiog,i*ggra—&bcal "grantgs- i -
, ‘pan" who was responéible for drafting the proposal for a YCCIP program. '
. ) .
) / "t "At the outset, and throughout our interview, Betty
v s . echoed the feeling I had already<gotten from the
‘ ‘other’ adults that the 1acF‘of an administrator (or
) ¢ © supervisor) specifically assigned to the YEDPA pro-
' ", gram was @ real drawback. However, she'did indicate

that in writing the proposal she had knowingly
omitted seeking funds for such a role 'in order to
put all t;p money where Congress wants to see it go--

¢ T in salary’and fringes.' She now speculates that
B w oo 'perhaps we could have gotten the money for an
administrator to begin with.'" (Comments on Westport © e

YCCIP project by Joan Schine, Program Associate of.
e the National Commission-on Resources for Youth,

5/12/78). . ‘
In,addition to affecting the ualif& of the prdgrams offered, efforts to

keep local overhead abnormally low may well stack the deck against smaller

~ °

*  and newer program operators. One established operator made an interestfig

observation which is pertinent. He noted that prime.spbqsors and the DOL
’ - i ’
often frown upon operators who establish local "empires'" in the administration

e »

% . - "
" of a wide range of service programs;yet without such scale economies he )

o
N

h’ v
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and many gther experienced operafors would find low-overhead programs like -
R « . " s

YEDPA difficult to operate.

provide. the rﬁnge of services requiréd by YEDPA clients.

Keeping overhead ratios unusually low, so as to serve the maximum number

-

&

He wondered how smaller programs couldcpéssibly

" of youth, may not only dilute the quality of services rendered, but may also

~

serve to discourage the

/

‘senté an obvious conflict betveen various YEDPA goals:.

a subtle signal té'operators that spending dollars matters more than providing

t
s

%
quality programs to DOL,

~

2

>

.

entry

-

of new and innovative operators.
L]
>

-

®

.

Pl

This -pre-

It may also serve as

~

gh??f partial response to the problem of inadequate worksite supervision,

prime spongor'plgps for FY*79 call for an increased commitment to OJT.

‘Qpped that this approaech will not odly improve the quality of the work experi-

s

&

It is

ence) but will‘stimulatg the transition to unsubsidized employment.

2D, Systematic Differeniés in Performance

¥ T .
The” YEDPA amendments to CETA 'urged prime sponsors to give special consider-

~

atioﬁ to CBO's.

-~ .

-

[ 4 -
Y

5

-

-t

=

to generalize about the relative skilfs of CBO' s, LEA' s, munic1pal entities,

b *

national organizations and the like.

* about each.

oper

not all CBO's,

.
v *
.

-
-t

L4

°
FE

L4

’

I
s

LY

e pfograms that confer academic credit.

Secondly,, LEA"s ‘typically, but .

~

-

Nevertheless, a few things are apparent
v’ :
e L]
'The LEA's appear to have a definite advantage in attempting to

- & ' .
have the apparatug in place to deal with the overhead negeded

3

In the absence of a thorough outcome evaluation it is perilous

vy

59
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2E. Labor Markgt Conditions

Y

to maintain such a program--particularly gixen DOL's.desire to minimize

admin;strative costs. Third, there appears to be confusion on the part of

4

some program operators as to the meaning of CBO. As such there seems to

. >
i

be some ill-will ’régarding the interpretation of the intent of Congress

in this area.

- R . . v c
Y

If one uses the unemployment rate as the sole indicator of conditions
in the labor market then the situa;ion throughout much of Connecticut is
apparently better than in the rest of the country Whilé the state's rate
of unemployment was several points higher than the national mark during tg\\

recent recession, the former fell below the latter during the recovery. In

’

Septq%ber, 1978 the unemployment rate for Connecticut was 4.3 percent. We

are Ekeptical about the meaning of the state unemployment rate for several
& ‘

reasons-~suffice it to observe that the growth of edploymenf hére has not
matched the national experience. It may well be that Connecticut's declining
unemployment rate derives as much from net out-migration as from growing
employment opportunities. The prevailing view in the state ié that labor ,

’
market conditions -have strengthened over the past.year.

’ A changin%,labor market can impact on the youth programs in a variet& of
.-
ways. There are at least three direct effects. First, a tightening job

market could dry up the available supply df potential program apﬁlicaﬁts.'
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done of the prime sponsors or program operators have indicated any "problems"

of this sort. The queues to enter the programs are sufficiently long so )

that even if they are shortened, virtually no program operators have difficulty

Al

in identifying acceptable applicants.’

A second effect Of an improving job market could be to lead to more

terminations from programs. Thus, for example, a youth might drop out of a

. " project_ paying only the miniﬁ;m wage, offéring only limited hours of work,

and with the certainty of no long-term opportunity to enter other, unsubsidized, (

employment providing “something more attractive on one or mofe of these scores.

Obviously, some of this has occurred for each of the prime sponsors yet we do

not detect that this has been a major source of terminations. }iore signifi-

~

? .
cantly, perhaps, we do not hear that the improving employment sceme is leading

»

“to an increasing flow of terminations.

o -5 third e%fect,'potentially, of an improving job environment is that it

<

leads to more successful outcomes to training and, hence, through feedback

- b
effects increases the demand for entry into the programs. Such an effect

could even lead to a decline in drop-out rates if trainees find some real

w N
~alue in remaining with a program till it is completed. Since there has been

*+ an excess quantity demanded of slots in the program it is hard to observe if

the situation has changed over the past'yeér. We have had no information to

4
suggest that improved outcomes have led to a decline in usual turnpver rates.

N 4 A
The indirect effecfs of a reduced rate, of ‘unemployment occur as this *
48 > leads to reduced CETA funding. 1In partipﬁlar, some program operators. appear

to be providing administrative services for ¥EDPA out of funds they receive

P -
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under other titles. As these funds are reduced they are not available to

- 5
provide services to youth working under YEDPA. Further, as public service

»
)

enmployment slots are reduced the pool of YEDPA supervisors will be reduced. \

L

Both of these effects have occurred to at least one of our prime sponsors

a v
(Hartford). ///// , .

¥

2F. Other Issues Related to.Turnover

3

€
»

At least two other issues relating to turnover of YEDPA youth have so.
far been neglected. One relates to the use of incentives, particularly )
economic ones, to cut down on wasteful turnover. A second matter that con-
cerned us was whether replace;ents of dropouts could redeive any (adequate)
training if they entered a program well after it had begun. .

While YEDPA legislation doéglnot preclude wages above the legal minimum,

BOS prime sponsor policy for FY 78 was to restrict operators to the payment

*

of the minimum wage.- A common complaint among operators there was 1ot that
- . [ '

this wage was too low to attract applicants (iu fact, many programs ~had

waiting lists) but rather th\l this uniform wage structure failed to provide.

necessary incentives. The minimum wage was paid throughout the Waterbury
prograh as well as in Hartford (with the exception of some YCCIP youth| doing

¢onstiuction work for $3.50/hr. in Hartford).

» .

In Waterbury, oni~program operator reported losing some yduth to dead-
end jobs (dishwashers, etc.), because they could earn more there ‘than in the '.

program. (1t ought. to be<noted that some youth at least appear motivated

W
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more by weekly or total earnings than by the hourly rate itself.) The youth
in questfion may‘have improved themselves. economically (marginally at least),
but lost |the benefits of the various program services that YEDPA provided

and that they appeéred badly to fheed--at least according to the program

v

operator. In another situation in Waterbury the problem %ps that these youth |,
(slow-learners) were placed into jobs alongside adults who were also earning -

¥ the minimum wage and who resented these youth. DMoreover, the problem was
. ) ' .

exacerbated as these mature workers felt the youth did not carry their own

weight and thereby made mor@!ork for them.

Yet some program operators strongly believed that a minimum wage limita-
&k

tion--throughout the life of the program--was damaging. To paraphrase ‘one of
them, "We try to teach these kids that there are payoffs to positive work

attitudes, depeﬁdability, initiative, and performance, but within our own
. ' b

program we can't reward them for those things." Thgse sentiments are repeated

@

in a number of the written reports from program operators to the prime sponsor.

"The area pf development of good work habits and
attitudes was one which the program had attempted
. to address. Good work habits.wer! reinforced
through opportunities for leadership and tasks
with additional responsibility. However, as mone-
tary rewards did not accompany these opportunities,
’ youth become discouraged and lapsed into poor work
. habits demonstrated by o%her program ‘participants s .
- and dropped out of the program,entirely." (Park
» Development and Maintenance Program, Cromwell).

"Some sort of use incentive program should Be ) ~
implemented (on an “experimental basis) for those
who perform well. A reward (whether it be finan-
.cialbor not) should be given. This may increase
self esteem, prodtctivity and performance."
,(Vocational Opportunity and Development for &
* Youth, Clinton). . g

M L}

.
ERIC -~ ’ "
- o - »
> o v . 2 .
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"Depending ou the level of funding in the future,
we should like to institute an incentive plan of
- wage increases so that clients may experience-the v
relationship between daily,work performance and
monetary gain." (Thames Valley Council for
Community Action, Jewett City). \

BOS planners have responded to these concerns by incorporating some

!

wage flexibility in YEDPA plans for FY 79. As part of its knowledge develop~

ment, efforts, BOS will menitor programs which use ineentive Jase scales and

< °

will try to assess the impacts on job performance, work habits, attendance,

and retention rates. This information will then be sharedfwith YEDPA

+
)
operators in the BOS. , : ) .

LA )

Y

Less concern was expressed by pﬁogram operators about the other issue

of turnover. Most program operators felt that the problem oﬁ\late entry
\ . ¢
ainto programs~-due to early terminations-~was at most a small problem. Clearly,

where the program is almost éptally a work experience program*that places one

or two youth at a job site, the problem is minimal. Where a group of students

observes a professional at. a job site, and the learning occurs in phases, e.g.,
- - N

the building reconstruction project ugder YCCIP-Hartford, the student will miss

~

some training unless the subject matter is later repeated for another class of\
trainees. In summary, where program operators are able to give relatively

indivi%oalized attention to etudents, persong entering a program‘late do not—
lose out. Where the traiprng is provided in a hroyped setting, there are

obvious difficulties. Given.this circumstance, most program operators. arrange

.

Qo
Q0
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their training activities accordingly. From the perspective of program

¢

-

op;;ators the real problem created by non-positive terminations is the loss

. L 4
to\the youth, and the added paperggrk agsociated with a leaver 3nd a new

entrant.’ .

8 b
3. The Present Situatiog‘

3A. Youth Councils

The condition of the Youth Councils throughout this past year has been

a &nstant. Prime sponsors see them as a necessary’étndition to satisfy the

holders of the purse strings in the Regional Office but as of no other use-
Q “

fulness. The BOS was candid.in its annual repert to Boston, ''Although the
Youth Counéil fulfilled.its minimum obligations under the regulations, it did
not acfively participate in the planning process to the e;ebnt originally

intended." Due to lack 6?'intere9t in Youth Cpunéil'activit;es or a lack of

information about their responsibilities, some members were not easily induced’

to attend meetings. When they did attend the yduth "members were typically

unprepared for Youth Council business. : I'd
P?rhaps the lack of apparent interest by the youth me@?ers reflécts their
N . . [
lack of a direct stake in the program. . Possibly, it may be a rational response

.

by them if they perceive their lack of rea}l authority ot influence on programs.

"In any case all parties seem .to understand the Qro‘forma nature of the Youth
® . B ——r—

Council except the Regional office, for_{n_rejecting:a plan subﬁitted'ﬁy
. ,

Hartford they receftly wyote?

4
AY

v ? A

£y

jé;\
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The role of your Youth Council in reviewing
projects must be a vital part of your Youth pro-
grams. This does not appear to be the situation
in your program. Our review of the minutes of the
Hartford Area ‘Manpower Planning Council. (HAMPC)/
Youth Bljnnidf Council Meeting on August 14, 1978
showed thl following:

a. Only three HAMPC members were present out
of a total of 17 members appointed. This number
could not be considered a quorum and we do not
consider the results of this méeting to be‘wvalid
grounds for determining‘your program's content and
direction. ;

.b. None of the members specifically composing ,
the Youth Planning Council membership were present. .

I N
c. Of those @embers present, no one was a
CETA eligible youtl?f. . .

* (Letter 9}24/78).

\

Ip letfgrdwboth the Planning.Council gnd the Youth Council are being
-~

reconstituted. In Waterbury the Youth Council is becoming a subcommitteé of

©

i o .
the larger CETA Council.- It will consist of 4 persorns none of whom were on

\ . [

. the previous Youth Council. An effort is being made to spur‘thei; interest
A Y '\‘ . R . "
by having them design the questionnaires that will survgy program operators,

participants and others about their reactions to the program. For BOS a new
) ‘ .

Youth Council ig being formed.
. -\

-

3B. . The ‘Role of LEA's and the Granting bf Academic Credit -

.

“\\While the relationship between the prime sponsors and the schools was

quite mixed during YEDPA's first year there was a common situation\regafding

-

4
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] éhe issuing of academic credit fo:\}ork experience. In Héétford, ail of YETP
(and thus the vast bulk of YEDPA) operated through LEA's. Indeed, there wefe
only two YETP projeétst(for the City of Hartford and for the other ‘towns #n
the consortium) and both contracts were held by\LEA's.' The delay in starting
up the programs caused the question of academic credit to slip by but that
will likely be dealt with in the current year. Indeed, Hartfo;d sought to
have ié? current year YETP simply continue last year's program but the Regional

Office has so far rejecgfd this on the grounds that CBO's are not being given

the special consideration that the statute requires. Thus, there %F no plan
\J

presently, but if the prime sponsor's original version were to ﬁave been accepted,

academic credit would have been granted through both LEA's. ’

In the BOS it is important tb,distinguish between the LEAs who receive
. YETP fuﬁds (the State's six Regionai Education Servi;e Centers) and the’educa-
tional establishment (particularly high schools).’ Relations between these two
between each group and local program operators seem to vary widefy

\

across the BOS. One YEDPA operator claims that: ?

groups and

Although educationali institutio s were contacted
AN . to assure that services were de vered EQ\those
most in need (drop-outs) little or no cooperation
was obtained. (Vocational Opportunity and Deqplop-
ment for Youth, Clinton).

LY

At the other extreme, a YETP operator in Cromwell describes the_lécal high
' [ 4

school's role in planning the program/as "instrumental." Another operator
- seems most grateful fo} the assistance of a few educators, but suggests that
’ - -
broader linkages still need to be established. .
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» ’
Better coordination should be made between stu-
dent's academic programs and their work experiences,
particularly if they are receiving academic credit.
. Again it is strongly felt that teachers and admin-
istrators should be encouraged to have frequent
T J worksite visits which would result in not only better
coordination-between academic programs and work pro-
jects, but also would be a real source of affirmation
for the students. Our strongest link in the 1978
program with the school was with a work study counselor
and a headmaster. Their support was invaluable in
that it led to acceptance of the program at the high
school and helpd municipal supervisors to provide
support services to students in severe need. (Youth
Adult Council, Vestport). >

=N

®

Because of the potential competiEion in attracting clients and developing

worksites, relations between LEAs (i.e., the six Regional Educational Service

Centers) and other YEDPA operators is a mbre sensitive issue, and historically

these relations have not been very good. Problems remain, as evidenced by the'
. . Q )

following comment from OIC New Britain.

A 9" -«
"Improvement is needed between the .YETP Out of School

C s Component, which is operated by OIC NB, and the In
» School Component, which is coordinated through the
Capitol Region Educatjon Counc11 (CREC) for The
Balance of State Prine Spomsor.'

4

On the other hana, there i;\sgme encouraging evidence that in some areas the

.

cooperation between LEAs, local schools, and other YEDPA operators is improving.

AN
R

In general, my understanding to date about relation—-
ships and procedures which have been established with
school counseling staff [is that.they] are'moving from
e a position of lukewarm acceptance to more positive and
direct involvement. However, in many specific in~
tances there-is a high degrte of cooperation even
where YETP. programs and local school CWE [Career WOrk
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\ . ‘ Experience] projrams are ‘being conducted. In other
instances, local school counseling staffs are still
somewhat resistant’. Only one school in the twenty-

~ two (22) high schools to be served has not elected
J to participate in LEARN's YETP Program. (PrOJect
¢ 4 LEARN, ‘Mddison/East Lyme).

© * o

Another «one of the six LEAs describes the improvement in relations with other

‘ CETA operators.

Local agencies assisted the ACES staff, but only after
it became evident that we could mutually benefit froq
= the involvement with each other. Local CETA agencies
v initially felt we were competitively seeking to take
JOb sites and placeihnxs from their agencies. After
' some confrontation and dialogue; all of us realized
that our educational focus could be an, asset to kids
working and placing kids was an area in which local .
GETA\people‘had expertise. (Area Cooperative Educa- ~

Tt T tion Services, New Haven).—

In the BOS there was also a problem in getting academic credit 4into place

4 -

for programs last year. The prime sponsor's annual report made thié’quite &

clear:
L3

2

The granting of academic credit for @ork experi-
ence is seen as valuable to participants and is con-
sidered an excellent way of guaranteeing higher
‘quality .work experiences. Unfortunately, FY 78's
plans for establishing procedures for granting aca-
demic credia mere not as successful as anticipated.
Only one program operator considered achievements in
this area satisfactory during FY 78. Westport Youth.
N Adult. Council established procedures for granting
credit amxd arranged for school staff members to
regularly visit tHe(participants at their worksites:
Their FY 79 plan anticipates increased contact, bttween
PR ‘ school staff, YCCIP staff mémbers and participants.

- 5'
\)

Ty 1

-

o PN - -
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Program operators who were disappointed with
. achievements in-“the area of academic credit ’
¢ attributed their lack of success' to their failure
.to have arrangements for the granting of credit
in place pribr to the onset of the FY 78 program.
This has been rectified for FY.79.
. vA number of program operators had planned
. tgéinvolve ‘work experience participants in educa-
- t&pnal gpmponents designed to prepare them for GED,
courses which would give them credits towards
;?;igh school diploma. Motivation was however a
problem-and the development of successful motiva-
tional techniques will be a concern of FY 79 pro-
gram operators.

-
'n

Even programs designed to encourage acquisition of a General Equivalency

»
.

Diploma (GED) have been slow to produce results.

e ——— 2 ——— —— —_— - - —

. "The component that provides ass1stance for parti-
cigants to acquire their equivalency diploma has

met with sqme probRems. The real individual need
for a-dipléma and' e motivation for the acquisition
of the diploma seefys to have been overestimated by
us. While we have, provided the opportunity to all
who qualify, only a portion have taken advantage

and as of this date two have passed. Four more are’
scheduled to take the test in October." (OIC, New

-

Britain).  ea g 5
a : ’ KN .
A basic problem in ¢¥EDPA's firg; year- was the’ limit imposed by the plan—
f "3
ning cycle. Things now have improved. ® Many of the FY{ 79 operators have
4 L)

entered the present academic year with /greements in place. Moreover, some

~

have more experience in dealing with the motivational problems cited above.
1

ey

In Waterbury there was only'a single credit granting program, last year

ang its importance may have been minimal As reported in an earlier report

this involved giving high school dropduts some training in art at a local
. e, . R
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community college. Since these students lacked high school diplomas, pos~

.

sible college level credit was of little use to them. As in hartford and‘
. BOS there was no ‘time to develgp credit programs last year. This year, a
Board of Education YETP will provigde credit. It was no simple matter to

]
‘ P4 PN ’
push this through in Waterbury but it became practical when career education

personnel were added to the program in addition to the usual counseling staff.

‘ . .

s
This apparently has assured the granting authority that the necessary quality

. controls would exist in the program. P .

In a number of instances we have heard that-local school officials

(teaching staff and adminiatrafors) have been cool to YEDPA. In an earlier

report we noted that part/of this stemmed from an enlarged work load withqut

the needed incentives. Each of the prime sponsors seems hopeful that co pera-
{ ‘ !
oy -
* * . tion can improve this year. Several have suggested that YEDPA was too new

’ ) s

Jlast yeaf to be taken seriously: While it may not have become institutiona-

- e, -

1i£ed {4 ‘the meantime; it is gainidé‘gncreasing recognition as an ongeing

<

program. » ‘ o ' /
We have heard no sug stions from withln any of the areas examined thag

is enccm?‘school lqaving. If this is a problem in some JurisdiC/

ons it does not appear to be a problem in Connect::Lcut}.a 4 .

,' . - N . - . . {\\ - K
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There appear, howe‘ger, to have been" f.ew problems over-all in administering,. L.

“ Pyt y .
—~ -
€ “ , <

the \summer program and the prime sponsors 'seem to handle it with familiarity J

. and some- ease\None of the p&ime sponsors or the program operators at least .

~ -
- ’ , IS N s . LN

o see the SPEDY program as being a substitute for the new ,youth p’rograms. *Its
1Y s'n %, =

goal is perceived ag a simple one——to keep youth off the«streets in the summer**

P v e

. and to provide them with some Spending money. 2", i T L. —
. » S [ - LIETIN

In the City of Hartford SPEDY is not"as well iptﬁgrated with TitlemIII g .
> L 7 . - »

programs.as t is in the rest of the consbrtium.» In the suburbs the youths .

o

involved in YETP in Dhe spring of 1978 were switched over: td SPEPY for the L T
* " summer, then switched back to YETP in the"fall To a. 1arge extent these youth _ ‘
LN . ﬂ ﬁ" \ - .. . ¢ A

in the suburbs did the same sorts of things under SPEDY ( xcept, of course, ‘for T

. ~
N ~ N
- ? PR

+ the academic component) ‘that thqy dld under YETP; both %uburban programs, are. :

F 4 L « § - .
e -

ruh‘ by ‘the game” program o‘perato"r,, CRI:C On some suburban Job sites the support .

¢ % ‘ 2 N - ;

services' were the same for SPEDY and YETP. Under YETP worksite and‘tra-ining" x y ’ :ﬁf

. N . | ga %

represented about 324 ,5f the cost of the, prdgram under %ZCCIP tra“.Lning andv i o
. N - A " *i\ q [ ? o« . an ;
' seryices, were 30% of the cost of tfhe program' aﬁ‘d under SPB’DY tf’a;{ning and ;; o TR
) 2 . @ ®
: ;’Q . € \ .\' - l-“.'i o{:\_' _"n‘“ ’I.‘ .
- ,se{v}iceét,were about\ﬂ/ df the c.ost of ‘the” prpgrama. co b B r%\ L , g: .
a;“,e, R S T S

< W1th ‘the urban componentch%re were Do planned linkages betgeen SPEDY and .

o
AT A Z St X '-_’f‘@f
s 3 a& YO@’IP,\; %%&e therev\tgas definite cycfe to"“the trﬁitui.ng under YGCIP, thet:e" w0

S . - » ) R» - o, -~ -, 5 ) . b/ -
& &: Q,efse no Q‘I;;l’\g take on SPEDY Bg.rtic{pants. If}*was possible hovever, ‘to 4go v
: ' o % . °
YCCIP to- SP Y. . AR . s
. N + from ‘to- SPED i o , Q Sy o A

- . ‘. ‘ . -
- . ; . ,
Cd .

R .
, v ~ .
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Both YETP and- SPEDY pay,the minimun wage in ‘the urban and the suburban

LN

component. éupport services in the‘suburban‘component were similar under
.both programs since the youths switched from YEJP to SPEDY for the summer.
, Support services for SPEDY in the City component were less extensive than

¢ ’

. under YETP or YCCIP. YCCIP wages were above.the minimum level, so that there

ﬂ~_~~70~_«was~little incentive_for enrollees to switch from YCCIP to SPEDY.

For thg Hartford consortium, enrollments and spending were about 93 per-

cent of planned leveis. Generally, the program appears to have operated well

~

this past .summex. .

-

The SPEDY program appears to have Been‘successful in Waterbury aiso. The

s . largest single program operator under YEDPA (NOW) administered the entire
. i : Y

SPEDY program in [aterbury creating some obvious linkages. /bout 890 youth

.
-~ .

enrolled in the summer program. . -
. Participants were ailowed to work for up to 25 hours "a week in. the summer
‘
program and all were paid at the minimum wage. Since Waterbury's out—of—school

programs allowed up to 30 hours per week of work there was, no incentive for

¢ v

A these youth toéswitch to SPEDY. Since two of the in-s chool YEDPA programs

* .

involved students with special problems only a very few of these switched to

* SPEDY. Where they did. switch their incentive to move came from the opportunity

to work longer hours. Well over one—qalf of those in the NOW in-school program

%L - did switch to SPEDY, also operated by NOW.

. ‘Most of the youth in SPEDY worked in maintenance or child .care positions at

local playgrounds or day'camps. There were only & feu iobs provided aside from

]

.
s
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these so that the quality of work was on par with or slightly below those in

,YEDPA. The SPEDY‘ﬁrogram in Waterbury is des;gned in at least two ways to
; ' . .

. C .
encourage high school completion. First, the program begins with an orienta-

» ©

tion session that stresses the value of a high school education. Secondly, ~

the jobs to which the enrollees were exposed (but not the ones Ehey held) all

- N

—-required having earned a high school diplomairiA\észle@ for the program

operator occurred at tﬁé'summet's end when many of the youth in SPEDY sought

to transfer to the far smaller number of slots available in YETP. -

~

SPEDY programs served 5737‘youth.in the BOS during the summer of 1978. .
This was',about 967 of the planned figu;e. About 93% of the yodths served <
wvere highlschool studenfs at the nime o? entry, and about 89% of the program
participants returned to fuli-time schooling. All clients were reported to .
. be econoﬁically'disadvantaged, and about 70% cam; from hodsghoids with incomes <
lgﬁs than 857 of the lower living standard. The greatest departures from the
—‘plan.occutted in, areas éf employment entry (30% of plan) and the servicing of
high school dropouts (12% of pian). This latter group, however, played a signi-
ficant tQ}e ;n both YETIP (44% of participants) and YCCIP (55% of participants).
" Such figuées suggest that SPEDY served a rather di%ferent group‘than .
either of the yeét-tound programs. The closest gubstitutewzzzﬁSPEDY might be
& the in-sch;gl_pOttion of YETP, which was aghinisgered by éhe six Regignal-

Education Service Centers (LEAs).,

Ny
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" There is 1ittle evidence of significant shifts between various components
of YEDPA and the SPEDX programs.' Given the minimum wage structure in all youth
programs run by the BOS, there seems to be little incentive for clients to

make such shifts unless there are substantial differences in the opportunity

~ 4

for hours of work (SPEDY programs in the BOS were restricted to a maximum of )

t >
.

i .

25 hours per week) .

L)

Wot surprisingly, thf/quality of the work experience and emphasis on . « .
training also appear to have been greater under YETP .and YCCIP than SPEDY.

Moreover, while SREDY serwices placed a heavy emphasis on the introduction
\—-’\}

to vocational.opportunities, YETP programs seem O have provided a much- broader

range of client services. - \,

\
A noteworthy instance sof cooperation between an LEA and lodal YEDPA

operators occurred during the SPEDY program. One of the six LEAs, Project
LEARN, negotiated an agreement with the Middlesex Manpower Planning Agency
and the Southeastern Connecticut Manpower P1anning Agenc} (TVCCA) to provide

L]

career counseling services and transition services to in-school youth enrolled

. in SPEDY programs of the latter two agencies. In a subsequent letter to Project

LEARN, a representative of one of the agencies concludes that:

"The Career Education Workshops should be an integral
part.of the SPEDY Program. Thanks to Project LEARN
we had more materials and persomnel to help make this

a project worthwhile." (Thames Valley Coupcil for
Community Action, Jewett City).

E

The coordinaaor of the other SPEDY program served by LEARN -also was pleased

with the-outcome.

& - .
N .
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It appears that SPEDY forced local operators td substantially augmént

their counseling services for a relatively short span of time; at least

3
S

sgﬁe of them found it attractive, to turn to fhe LEA for these short-term
N . v .
supplemental services. This.may be an important institutional benefit of

“ .

the SPEDY_proéram that merits closer attention.

o P - .

L 3D. Public Visibility of YEDPA ./ —

Y
]

Since Connecticut is a géry small state geographically, any bad pub-

A i . )
licity focused on a CETA program is generally disseminated throughout the

-

\

state quickly. Two prime sponsors (Bridgepert and Hartford) have experi-

enced exceptional problems--and the attendant publicity--during this past

«

2

.year and very major difficulties have occurred in the Springfield, Mass.

J

i
\\ CETA, just a fagfules from the Connecticut Border. We wondered whether

such publicity had tarnish

the YEDPA programs in the public's mind at

(9
least as perceived by program operators and the prime sponsors.
Generally, the §

and where they have recéived public ‘exposure, it has been favorable,

YEDPA programs seemLto have had only limited visibility,

YEDPA

youth prepared exhibits,

plays
o /’
"CETA Day" on October 18, 1978,

-

sentative Sarasin, Mayor Bergin and a Regional Office administrégzr.

nd actively helped out at Waterbnry s first

Attendees included Governor Grasso,

Repre-.

The

Walter

youth did so well that they were called upon for an encore when Mrs.

&

-

'

l._ s
Mondale visited the city in Novgmber.
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In H;§&ford tn youth programs hav§ received no unfevorable public-
ity despite the large amount heaped upon the rest of-the CETA nrogram
Indeed the building renovation in the heart of the Puerto Rican community
is quite v1siple and apparently very popular there. Hartford would like

to(continue the p ogram into 1979 but the‘entire program is in doubt subject

.to the approval o Hartford's plen.by the/Regional Office. _ .

A}

Pdblicity and image is,mot a trivial issue in fI’la;“rtfor'd. With all of
: ' . N . /
the problems encéuntered by the c;nsortium this past year, it serves to
‘ -3 . -
raise the lingering matter of whether the variqus towns should leave the

. . )
coné@étium——possibly associating with BOS. The matter has been disctissed

e

quite frequently since this summer's debacle, and further and continuing
* \'
poor pubicity will hasten the dissolution of the consortium.

For the BOS the youth programs have maintained a .low préfile. It was

pojnted out to ﬁe that most operators use the acronyms YEDPA, YETP or YCCIP

to refer, to theis programs, instead of calling them Title III CETA programs.

This may be an|indicator of the images of - both sets of praograms.

' . - /
3E.' Staff Training - ’ . : o
\‘ e \ N

‘ The qualit§ of the youth programs in Connecticut is largely a function

_of the caliberk of persons administering them for the prime sponsors. As

such we sought to learn more about. tﬁeir training and éxperience.
Superficially, at least one element appears to be quite common across

' N - * ) @

our prime sporsors. CETA staff generally, and persons assigned to y0utn

v
’
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proérams'in particular, are very young, frequently in their twenties or early

thirties. Berhébs there has heen an effort to trade off enthusiasm for

exper!enée although prevailing pay scales may be a more rational source ef

A

; explanation. . - .

\
Educationélly, there ispno apparent pattern of preparation. The CETA

. L - v o \.
o - Director -inWaterbury-only recextly completed his bachelor's dggree while

<

studying on a part-time basis. His deputy was an unemployed school teacher,

a LN
Four peksons now operate the youth programs for 60S and at least two of then

v have worked previously in the field for BOS as monitors of prbgrag:oper3C0r3¥

0y

While this group has functioned well there is uncertainty about the advance-

ment ladder there. Thus, if the youth director were to leave, there is some
possibility that his geplacement would have no pr;graﬁ/ﬁxperience at all.

In Hartford, the turnover of personnel~(either caused by peopiehleaving
th; CETA agency or beiﬁg,moved within it) has decimatea the youth prograhs.
As noted earlier theré is no institutional memory and this is compounded by

¢ thé turpover of the Fed Reps. Thus, even with training provided by DOL, when

«hese people leave-——as they hagé-the product of past training leaves-also.“

As of November 1, 1978 only 6 of the 50 or so CETA staffers have been in the

~~

.. | organization for two or more years.

@

When traiming is given to prime sponsor staff by DOL, it typically is

i

of a proce&ural sort e.g., how to comply with some new regulationé. Some
. . , .

{ - program operators have suggested to us that they be allgwed to provide
» ¥

~

and the program monitor is a former factory worker with an associate's degree.

-

\
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training to prime sponsor and Regional Office staff in substantive areas.

While  the offer is partly facetious and meant to be ironic, it derives

‘

from their view.that -the sburce‘of money knows little about youth and the

-

problem§ jnvolved in working with them,
v\
\

3F. Prime Sponsors and the Regional Office -
4

~ .

One aspect of YEDPA that has not been emphasized in our earlier reports
. R ) ’—\ R .
is the critical nature of the relationship between the prime sponsors and
’ 1
the Regional Office. The issue 'is a very sensitive one sincet’taff in the

former are aware that the latter can make their lives difficult at every

(> .

stage of their-operation. Ai such while we have had some rather negative

feedback regarding.the Regional Office, the tone is frequently restrained,
L. + / ~

and we understand that not all criticisms are to be placed’ on the record byg -

us. We have also heard some‘p;aisg for the Regional Office, particul;>1y

for the job done by some Fed Reps} ) ' ' T :

It is difficult for us to sort out how much of thi% criéicism %§~simply
the inevitable product of the dtrains that must result whem—a line agency

seeks maximum fIExibility and is thwarted by a higher level staff group.
!

¥

-

Moreover,'many of the frustrations that are expressed by t?e‘prime spénsors

’

ha&e also been voiced to us about them by their own progrg; operators. One

can easily suppose that an analogous set of frustrations prevails at fthe )
regiomal level in terms of its own relations with DOL-Washington. o
. A
’ . % - e T 2
3 . . ‘ ,

.

~ ’}
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‘ Because these partially adversarial telationships -are predictable it

is difficult to evaluate the true nature of prime sponsor-Regional Office

relatiohs, rather than the impressioﬁs\of the persons involved. .The basic

question that we wil)/ séek to resolve by the next repd¥t is whether the
2 X

iégional Qffice agsists more than it hinders the delivery of manddted ser-

>

vices through ‘the prime sponsors.
’ . , 7 -
In its eﬁglof-year report on youth programs, the BOS prime sponsor

limits discussion of its relations with the DOL to the following paragraph:
"On the Prime Sponsor level, we feel that there is
a neéd for moére on=site technical assistance during
P the planning-and grant preparation stage. Although
the regional offic istributed a written grant prep-
aration guide, rev1s§;k“\after initial submission

Lt mlght hate been avoided if Regional Office Staff pro-

vided more active assistance in the interpretation
of the grant guidelines as well as an insight into

the regional office review process." ]

. < °
This limited coverage of prime sponsor/DOL relations-probably signifies

remarkable restraint rather than calm waters. 4ll the prime sponsors would

«

much prefer to be told as their planning develops whether certain decisions

. . . A
are acceptable to Boston. While this does occur in some cases, th€ prime

zrpnsors still turn in their plans much as students submit a term paper, uns

extain whether they will be graded harshly for some unanticipated breach in
. .

their analysis. On other occasions the prime sponsors hope to get something

past the scrutiny of the Regional O0ffice sensing that the matter may no longer .

be a priority itam for the DOL. Perhaps most.obJectionable about these
M ] o
N

-
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practices is the Qerceﬁtion that bOL—Boston is carefully monitoring .every

little issue legalistically, rather than commenting on the bigger issues

[

relating.to the substance of the programs. This wiew causes some to believe

‘e

that the twa decision rules by which the Regional Office operates are,

"spend the money" and "don't make.trouble'. ) s \

-An example of seme of this involves Hartford and the BOS seeking to

_react to Boston's rejection of their initial ® 79 plans. In the BOS the

" e s e e

first set of suggested revisions contained 37- items. While some of these

items reflect legitimate DOL concerns which ought to” be addressed by fund

>

recipients, others seem to have little or no bearing on the quality or legiti-
] . ’

—

macy of the proposed youtn programs. One item among the second Qet of

Pegional Office suggestions,, for example, deals with "...the problem of
. . § ‘ .
tfme allocations expressed ip fractions of percents," BOS staff were duly

informed By the Regional Office that: "This methodology con{licts with
established prime-sponsor policy and, moreover, -it is incongruent with sound

accounting practices. ~ '

In-the BOS certain practices that were used in selecting progranm.operators

- ~

"tere deemed satisfactory a year ago but now must be explained again according
" to the Regional Office. Similarly, Hartford is uncertain if it will be allowed
to repeat its, use of the same program operators as Last year or whether in so

doing they demonstrate their lack of special consideration for the CBO's.

N 7 .
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4., The Future
N °
f" ‘,’_.. . -
4A. Planming for 1979 .~
. . R
The planning process.in Waterbury and the BOS was somewhat smoother

-

.

than the firsé time around but it was far from ideal. In‘Harcﬁord the. situ-

£l

ation this ‘year may have been even worse than last year. The uncertainty
4 M .
revolving around the CMP deficit pervaded Hartford's planning cycle. The

RFP's wefé—iﬁigially scheduled to be issued in June but Hartford City Hali

. * \ t o
held them up until the last week in July. A meeting was held on August 7

% . -

during which about 20 organizations yere briijed about YCCIP grant procedures.

Those organizations who chose to apply for the grants had to submit a "bare-

bones outline" of their proposgl\ig-the prime sponsor by August ll. These
-~ ) . . ' d
praposals were quickly evaluated by the prime sponsor and were presented to

.

}

a joint meeting of the Executive Committee of HAMPC and the Youth Planning

, . ~ * . .
Council on August 14. At the meeting a CMP staff member 'reiterated that DOL

-

ﬁérply wanted a sense from the committee as to priorities for(éunding" (as
) -

_quoted in the "Minutes")v\ Only three of the 171Uﬂwq~rembers attended the
meeting: no members of the Yowth Planniny Council were present. Grant proposal
"abstracts" for YCCIP were due in the Regional Office on August 15. The com-

plete proposals were due August 25. Hence, there wae little time fer grant-
. Ve .
. requesting Qgencies‘tG put together proposals or for other community input

3

.. (as re%lected by HAMPC or the YPC).
N N

s

A
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"The prime sponsor limited the YCTP RFP to LEA's. The Regional Office
N .

found this unacceptable, citing CETA regulation 97.705(c)(2) which requires

dpecial consideration be given to TBO's of demonstrated effectiveness.

[E &

- Hartford believed they had si&ply duplicated the (accepted) practice used in

the previous year. Thus, CMP has been forced to issue a new RFP Because
. & N
of the limitEd time available to put together the graﬁt proposals, it seems

clear the prime sponsor felt compelled to keep the same program operators.

The prime sponsor was also understaffed and verv inexperienced., These éle-
' * ° ’

_ments also seem to have led them to choose existing program operators.

o~

In Waterbury there‘was more time available to put the 1979 programs in
'place:‘ The RFP was public for two weeks before proposals had to be submitted.
The CETA staff had a full week to review them prior to returming them for
revisions. These changes were made during a week and the Council then had

the revised proposals for'study for 5 dafs. While the timing was quite
’ )

¢ limite%>it was~ far better than the first year. The response to the RFP was>
almost as limited as previously although the Council had the luXury this year

of rejecting two weak proposals. (Last year every YEDPA proposal receiyed
< .
CETA support.) More satisfying even than/aving some choice was seeing the

- improved quality of some of the proposals from program operators: of the

préyious year. . .

. 4 ‘
A major irritant to some was the requirement that la%or unions and CBOis
Q. L4

be given 30 days time in which to comment upon prime sponsor plans prior to .
g i » ’ .
submission to the Regional Office. Given that none of the prime sponsors was

' ' . \ /
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giveﬁ adequate time to seek out and develop the best programs possible for

-
.

1979, the need to use valuable time in the pianning period for such a review

“

L4 . .
was both éastefql and eiaspéféting. Every prime sponsor is aware of the
politicaI realities that such a review serves, but they resenéd;t when it
serves éo truncatb‘an already 1nadeqhate planning periqq,iand Qhen they ,anti~-
cipate that no serious Eomment§ will.likely result from.tHE review. i
:As noted in a previous report, the timing problem for the BOSiis neces-
sarily greater than for‘otge;wg;lg;‘g;;;;;;;:—_;;;";L;”;;E;;;ulQW;E;;iest o
wherg only a single jurisdiction is 1n§plved, e.g.'the City of Waterbury,'
tatﬂér than a consortium of towns as i; llartford. ) g .
. s l r -
4B. ?olicy in FY 79 ; .
It wou;d be gratifying to rep;}t that with a fiscal year of YEDPA updef
N ’their collective belti'the prime sponsors are now moving ahead on some long-

- _ .
term poliey goals. Unfortunately, that is not*at all the case. While the
- ' frenetic condition of last year is behind (thdugh the Hartford situation is

highly unsﬁableflthe prime sponsors still appear to be in a‘largely'reaétive
/
situation. They were not well positioned to know the parameters of FY 79,
. 2 ) .

nor did .they, know what txpe of reaction their RFP's would elicit. Since the

planning councils were functioning poorly, they were providing o policy

\ d o

direction.+ Instead, their function appears’ to ‘be limitel_simply to passing

judgment\upon whatéver proposals the staff and the RFP process could bring

Ay

in. DBeyond this the~final decision on pgojectQ{is seen as.resting in the

- 3 L - . 3

s v ‘\ / . !
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. o . .
RegionalZOffice, surely undermining the enthusiasm of the prime, sponsors teo

[

serve as entrepreneurs for innovative projects. For example a brand new

- '

+YCCIP project\involving a;ney pyogram opérator was pnt forward’by Hartford

» this yearﬂinvolding the rehabilitation of abandoned cars. The Regional Office

rejected the project for several reasons including the observation that it
N

]

. represented :...an unreasonable*and unconscionable application of government
- R

funds. (Uhile the-implied superiority,of one unit of government s con:Iiencei

..
-

over another s. may be debatable, there-is no room for argumeht nere regarding

) - }‘\
" who has the last word %Ei vl t appears clear that the environment for the prime

sponsors is inimical to the development and fulfillmeﬂt -of long te{m\policy.

3
" It may be that the many uncertainties that obscure%the future of the

-

entire CETA program during the’ summern. ang autumn of 1973 made long run
' Co ‘

planging even less %%mpelling than usual Possibly, thi\p;imi sponsors will

develop such programs“well in advance of the plann@kg cycle for FY 80. "If

>

Z
it is a goal of DOL to allow the prime sponsors to formulate such policies,

l'

the parameters for YEDPA for FY 80, and the FTull agenda for planning and“

0y

approval e. g., dates; "reg s", limitations, etc. should be published by

s

.

at least DecemberVBD, 1978,
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I;\érim Repert #3.
Nat1ona1 Council on P
Employment Policy a
November ?2 1978 . [ -
' - THE YOUTH EMPLOYMENT AND DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS ©
. - Act of 1977: Albuquerque, New Mexico; Coastal .
. Bend Area, Texas; and E1 Paso, Texas ) /
. By Vernon M. Briggs, Jr.*. .

I Introduct1on ,
In sharp contrast to events at the beginming of fiscal year 1978 the
‘Operation of the Youth Employment. and Demonstration P¥ojects Act of 1977 -

(YEDPA) in the three southwestern prime sponsor Jur1sd}£t1ons under review
had become almost routine by the end of the fiscal yeaf A year earlier
(Fall 1977), YEDPA had been the central concernof thé" pr1me sponsors in
Albuquerque, New Mexico, the Coastal Beétd Manpgwer Consortiym, and-E1 Paso,
Texas. By early 1978 attention had been d1vertéd away toward the mandated
- build-up of enrollments.in the public Service employment (CETA Fitie VI)
program, By mid-year the question of the private sector initiatfves (i.e,, *
the estab11$hment of private industry councils proposed under thg CETA re-
authorization); a Special crash program to increase employment Vietnam-
era veterans; ay well as the funding” uncerta1nt1es associatéd with the.
protracted Congressional deliberations_on the CETA renewal legislaticp had
become the prigrity. topics.. In the case of the Coastal Bend Consortium, it
.has been sclzcted as one of 15 prime sponsors-in the nation to participate .
as a we]‘are reform demonstration s1te§ YEDPA has becorme "a backburner"
concern. Hence, the year_i\i:per1ence gave ctedence to the lament of one: 4
1

prime sponsor spokesman who\gaid, "the prime Sponsor s role has been rele-
gated largely to one of implementing programs; #t is a role of constant
re-action to new federal.programs and requirements."
* Thus, although YEDPA was still of concern to all of the prime sponsors,
it was clear that it.was -a Tower rank order of importance. One official
-stateg: "last year when YEDPA started it seemed complex but, in retrospect
it has not been so hard to deal with." He added, "in fact, when YEDPA is
:compared with other programs we have had to deal with this year, it is .

clearly one of the better thought-out programs at the nat\ona] Tevel." h .
‘ . '

of the nation's emp]oyment and training-system has\ts impact on the opera-

_tion of all programs at the prime sponsor level. YBEDPA, in this regard, is-

no different than any other program. When it first appeared, YEDPA was the

center of attention. But by the end of #ts first year, other concerns had * .
comd to the fore. Efforts were made to monitor the separate YEDPA's projects

but Tittle time was given to evaluation, knowledge development, or p]ann1ng

_for the second.year. The reality of the world of the prime $ponsors simply

" does not permit these types of activities to occur in any. meaningful way. As

one official indicated, “there is no sense of order in the programs that are <
coming froa the Department of Labor; there is no recognition of the need tg
give time for growth and development ‘of the existing progra the prime
wsponsors are forced to devote their time and efforts to the\short run con-
cerns of the Department of Labor:rather than*to the long nazga\ggigct1ves ‘of
what we aré doing locally."

The absence of any substant1ve planning bjth:énat1ona1-adm1n1stration

’
<y ! . |
v |

~ -’

*Professor of Industrial and Labor Relations, Cornell University

*

-

10

.




11. Targeting . (“‘ ' )

. The prograd data for fiscal year 1978 for each of the prime sponsors,
for both the Youth Community Conservation Improvement Program (YCCIP) and
the Youth Employment and Training Program (YETP) are presented in Table 1.
Given the composition of the local communities under review, it is not
really surprising that virtually all participants have beefl from ethnic
and racial minorities. Although persons from Hispanjic backgrounds clearly
dominate, it is apparent that blacks have bden given ample opportunities
to participate in the Coastal Bend program. In Albuquerque, although ite
is not obvious from Table 1, blacks have also been given speci®l attention
in YEDPA. It should.be recalled that Albuquergue is also a recipient of a
Tier I grant for a Youth Incentive Entitlement Pilot Project (YIEPP). The
YIEPP program was ptaced in’the area of Albuquerque where the ®lack popula-
tion” is.most toncentrated. YETP and YCCIP, in $urn, do not serve that area
of the ¢ity." Hence, black participation in these programs is understandably
not high. In E1 Paso the low black participation rate reflects the fact . -
that blacks comprise less than three percent of the local populatiom.

»

Female participation in.YCCIP is significently below that in YETP in all>
three prime sponsor jurisictions. Male participation in YETP is signifi-
cantly less than female participation. In the case of YCCIP, the nature of ~
the jobs (physical work, out-of-doors, etc.) is cited as the explanation for

~the paucity of female participation and also for the_fact that many of the
' women who did participate also dropped out. As for YEIP, it is not immedi-
j+ .\ ately apparent why female particioation should"be considerably higher than
’ males. The variety of diverse projects and the multiple number of sponsors
would<make it seem unlikely that it was done by design. The explanation may
be that the school sysgems are deeply involved in YETP operations. ‘lomen,
are-1ikely to be more evenly represented with men in schools %han perhaps,
in any-other societal institution. This factor may contribute to the phen-
omenon but it does not completely explain the pattern., Another plausible
explanation is”that several large YETP ventures involve training and work
experience sites in occupations that have been traditionally dominated bv
women (e.g., secretarial training programs and job sites with day care facil-~ . 4
ities, libraries, and hospitals). Also, there has been one large contract |
given to community based organization designed to serve largely women (i.e., |
“the YWCA proqfam in E1 Paso). )

. As regards age, the YCCIP program have enrolled predominately youths
¢ under age 18. This, is somewhat-surprising due to the fact that the school
systems were not involved in YCCIP in Albuquerque or the Coastal Bend.Con-
“sortium area. ‘In E1 Paso, however, the school system administered a sub- '
stantial portion of the YCCIP grant in FY 1978. YETP, on the other hand, -
.has had-a fairly equal representation of youths under 18 and youths over 18
in both Albuquerque” and yin the Coastal Bend area. Again, however, E1 Paso
R is clearly the exception with 91 percent of its YETP youths being under 18. -
Part of the explanation is the fact that two school systems had large YETP |
» - programs. The'other is that the YMCA program (designed as a drop-out ‘preven- '
tion program) and the YWCA program (counseling and work experiences) both
focused on high school aged youth. _ L
¢
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TABLE 1. Participant Characteristics of Enrollees in YCCIP n
and. YETP of Three Southwestern Prime Sponsors,
Total First Year Through September 30, 1978
f ¢ /
. PRIME SPOISORS .
Characteristic Albuquerque-Berna.illo | Coastal Bend-Manpower E1 Paso and E1 Paso }
. City, New Mexico ConSortium, Texas County, Texas ;
Yccrp | YETP yccip ° [ YETP. YCccIp ; YETP }
Total | % Total| % [Totall % 'Total; % _[Togal' % iTotal % .
: ' ‘ .(r : I , - v " :
Total 91 ' 109 472 : 100 79 - 100 + 897100 136 100 * 605 199
Sex:  Hale 7582 19541 | 69 87 434338 | 12995 i 25343
Female 16 18 277 59 10 13 | 554 62 7 5 | 347 57 _
Age:  Under 18 yrs. 66 73 251 53 49 62 . 483 54 106 75 ¢ 548 91 )
18 and over 25 57 -2 47 30 38 . 414 46 30 22 | 57 9 :
' { | | e : l
Ethnic Group: ; ! | ! i ~,
Anglo 44 . 1] .2 5 '6 . 637 2 1.5 5 1
. Hispanic 78 86 1 271157 73 192 : 665 74 132 97 , 555 92
Black 4:4 1 2215 T ;1 ;16518 ° 2 v.5 ¢ 17 3
Indian 5.6 1313 0, O0 0 0 0 0, 1 0.2
- Other 0: 0 0. of o!'Yo 0 0 Qa « o w0 2 .,
Economically: | i x ' vy . 5 !
"Disadvantaged 1 89 98 357 176 47 159 830.93 114 84 511 ,84
c e . | . . i
AFDC Family 48 53 48 A0 10 {13 250 ;28 35 26 184 27
: ' . ; k'{
Educgtion Level: - i , ' |
E H.S. .Student 65 71 186140 .| 36 (46 _| 475|53 [ 127:93 ‘; 429 7
H.S. Dropout 12 13 5311 . 35 144 | 25428 -0 0 54 .9
H.S. Graduate | . 14 15 233 149 8 |10 168:19 9:7 12220 -
), 1 .
Labor Market Status: X . E i ;
Unemployed 910 107 |23 111 273130 Oi 0, 17,3
Underemployed 11 “39]8 v 54 |68 81 2:1 236 39
Other 81 89 326 |69 24 |31 616,69 134199 35258
Miscellaneous: o
Offender 20 22 20| 4
Handicapped 3 3 311
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1

Clearly most of the part1c1pants are from econom1ca11y d1sadvantaged
families. A fewer. number, but still s1gn1f1cant1y high given the restric-
tive welfare programs in'both of thesestates, were from families receiving
Aid for Families with Dependant Children (AFDC)

. In YCIPP, students current]y enrolhai in high school are the 1argest
single group of participants in all threesprime Sponsor areas. In YETP
high school studeqts represent the majority in.the Coastal Bend area and in,
El Paso. But in Albuquergue, high school graduates were the dominat group.
This exception reflects the focus of the prime sponsor's programs on skill
training at its skills centér or in d1rect.pqacement with private training
estgblishments. It also reflects the city ,internship program for post-
secon?ary‘ﬂeve] youth@vhxch will not be refunded during the second year of
YEDPA .

As for the labor market status of part1c1pants, the vast majority of
those in both YCCIP and YETP in all three areas were not unemployed. With
the exception of«the YCCIP part1c1pants in the Coastal Bend area, most were
not underemployed e¥ther. Hence, it is strongly suggestiveythat most ﬁpOPA
participants in these areas are coming from outside the of$?%1a11y de®ined
labor force. Hence, it would seem that YEDPA is an 1mpovtan fagtor in the
prov1s1on of employment opportunities for youth but it is not very signifi-
cant in its impact upon local youth unempryment problems. —
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III. Planning

. . . J - fy .
The topic of planning is a sensitive topic with the prime sponsors

under study. YEDPA has served as an example of everything that is wrong

with the prevailing gmployment and training system. It is not that YEDPA

is,worse than otherss it is just that it contributes to the existing cen-

tral problem. Namely, there is no overgll planning at the national level

with respect to the oolicy objectives and-programYelationships. As'a ) u
result it is impossitle to plan at the Tocal Tevels if the use df the term ®
"planning” has any functional content. Essentially the role of the prime *
sponsor(has;become one of implementation of programs despite the fact that
all of the prime sponsors indicated a strong preference to do planding; but
it is impossible given the prevailing institufional constraints. N

To do® meathingful planning at the local level, it is necessary to know
the regulatory requirements and the amqunt of dollars associated with each
program. Both were unknown as YEDPA ended its first gYear and preparations
were made for the second year. In addition to the fact that there were
other new programs .to prepare for during the .oming yeap, the fact that the
entire CETA system was up for renewal (the final bill did not clear the
Congfess until Oct. 15, 1973) made planning for fiscal year 1979 “"more dif-
ficult than in other years." As a result, neither the funding levels nor
the legislation wers known prior to the begifning of the fistalr:year. To

e matters worse, the late passage of the CETA renewal meant that there
wa%oqg time to p3ss a new appropriation bill. As a result, it may rot be

~

until Spring of 1979 before it actually passes. Theabsurdity of the situ-

atton was summarized by one manpower planner as follows:

We were asked to prepare our YCCIP and YETP plans for
~ FY 1979 based on a 93 percent level of the 1978 base. This
. was difficult to do because, the delays associated with *
7~ implementing both of the rams during 1978 caused both
: to he ™7 month programs" run at 100% level. Thus, if 93%
js the planning maximum for the-year, we will still have
to cut back even more.

'The°difficu1ty, of course, is that it is impossiblé to tell sub-contractors

how much money-will actually be available for program operations. The
effect, it appears, is especially severe for YCCIP.- Since it cqntains .
substantially fewer dollars than®oes YETP, YCCIP is seen to have been a
casualty- “of the planning uncertajnties. New YCCIP projécts in the Coastal
Bend Consortium have been postponed until after January 1, 1979. In EI
Paso, the YCCIP program is run entirely by the local school system. It terminated
all of its YCCIP participants on August 1, 1978 and did not enroll any new .
participants until mid-October 1978. In Albuquerque, which also has a :
single YCCIP_sub-contractor, the contract was renewed but the level of
operations way, reduced from the previous year.
s .- . A .

There is fittle indication that there has been any significant local
planning for the'second year of YEDPA. The situation simply does not per-
mit. it to oecur. As one planner commented, "all we can do at the local
level is cope with the situation and try tq write decent apptications." He
added, “the funding and legislative uncertainties this year mean that most

~ . »
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of our energies this year ¥re going tg;be‘devoted tor@riting modifications .
to all existing contracts." He reiterated the fundamental local problem
by saying: ‘ .

The Department of ‘Labor (DOL) undoubtedly has its own
. pressure;. But they simply do not understand the political .
- “ pressure® that prime sponsors are under. We must get approv-
al of everything we do. The local political structures do not
understand the way )in which DOL”operates and DOL does not under-
stand-that we cannot act without obtaining local approval from
elected officials. They want to know every detail before they
give approval. Unfortunately, we can only tell them things
" based upon a long list of confusing contingencies. The regional
DOL office.is concerned about the planning dilemma facing the
prime Sponsors but they have resigned themselves to, the fact

that it is a hopeless sdtuation. 4 .
X . v - .
Relatedly, the respective advisory councils to each prime sponsor have
conditioned themselves now to acting only+on "a short range basis". Specif-

ically the prime sponsdrs indicated that their advisory councils showed "nq

great concern for YEDPA" relative to their other program and policy concerns .

in making preparation for FY 1979. One orime sponsor synthesized the advis-

ory council's interest in YEDPA as "being minor after the initial start-up
problems were overcome." He reported that "there has not been any local
controversy over the youth programs so that the advisory counc¢il has been‘

looking at other things this past year--most particularly at PSE." X

. ¢ . .
’ A1l of the primes continued to report that there has been almost nn ° .
participation by the youth members of the .youth advisory councils as required — i
under YEDPA. ] :

—-—

The prime sponsors also reported that they have received very little

f, technical assistance from DOL with respect to the youth orograms. They

report specific deficiencies in theig understanding-of the knowledge develop- .
ment expectations and the entire sdﬁ?%ct of .academic credit for work experi-
ence. The latter point in Texas centers upon whether the academic credit
that is being made dvailable under YCCIP (in El1 Paso) and YETP (in E1 Paso |
and in ‘the Coastal Bend area).is awarded for work experience or for attend- \
ance at the mandatory school classes. One official said, “there is apparently
no one in Texas who can answer that question.” TRe answer is important since

(4 —~

N it involves not only an asses:ment of the impact of the youth program but it
also restritts any understanding as to whether or not a precedent is being
.set for other endeavors not associated with YEDPA., .

IV. Data Gathering ’ b/ L

There are few signs that any of the prime sponsors under review have
sought to gather any data about YEDPA programs above those required by DCL.
One prime sponsor does require'monthly reports from its sub-contractors
even though quarterly reporting is all that .is actually required. The sub-
contractors are unaware that the requirement is locally imposed but there '
are no reported dissatisfactions. The monthly reports do enable the prime
sponsor.to monitor’ performance more effectively.

b,
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. There does not appear to be any data being collected about actual
performance 0f programs. Rather, the data is totally of an operational
nature. . ..

J‘C ) < ’ o -~
V. Evaluation

There was sparse indication that any detailed evaluation @as‘madg of
program operations uuring the first year as a criteria for Ye-funding

during the second year.

during the first year who sought re-funding for

As will be shown later, most proaram operators
the second year were

successful in their applications.

The criteria for awards, where there

was competition, was based largely upgn a comparison of the prop

dsals with

other applicants rather than a review of past performanc
a program to develop on-the-job training positions in the

In one case,
ocal community

was totally unsuccessful. MNonetheless, #t was refunded for a second year
YETP project to attemtp to do the same thing. .

. ]
In defense of the prime sponsors, it must be said that there simply .is
no time to do evaluation prior to the time that decisions.must be made for

second year funding.
but evaluation is not.

Monitoring is done regularly by the prime sponsors .
One prime sponsor did indicate an intention to devote

attention to evaluation of YEDPA during the second year (FY 1979) but candid-

"

¥

1y stated "there has simply not Qggn any time this year for such activities.

on the basis of "assumptions drawn

om personal impressions than from

~ L]
Decisions concerning refundin%zigg the second year have been made more

formal evaluations."” *The general cpnclusions of these assumptions have been
that there should be a reduction of efforts to develop on-the-job training
(0JT) slots for youth and internships for youth coupléd with an expansion
of efforts to provide skill training and to conduct specific assessment of
the needs of - individual youths. '

L]

= VI,

c o~

*

Summer Program .
4 L -

For the most part, the large reservoir of needy youth in all three areas

* meant that their were no prob]emseginding sufficient participants for, all

summer yoyth programs. In two areds, YCCIP and YETP weré kept separate from
summer enrolliments under the existing CETA Title I and tife Sufmer Program
for Economically Disadvantaged Youth (SPEDY) efforts. In Albuquerque and El
Pasos; the participants in YEDPA were kept separate from those in SPEDY. In
the Coastal Bend. the programs run by the school system were blended to-
gether. o ' ) ' ’
. ‘ . o
In the Coastal Bend program, it had been intended to expend all of th
YETP funds received the school district in the first six months of l;;s
and then to transition' the participants into SPEDY positions for the supmer.
But due to the very late start of YETP, ‘there was considerable overlap/into
the summer. The combination<of available SPEDY and YETP funds meéant that
total summer enrollments were expanded considerably over the .planned level.

s
’
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As the YETP funds were depleted, the participants were'transferred to
SPEDY or Title I slqts. There were some administrative difficuties due

. to.the different income eligibility criteria that apply to SPEDY and to

a §strong recommendation from school officials that these income criteria

Y}P but "the administrative tangle was overcome." There was, however,
be! standardized.

- »

Fhe types of jobs during the symmer were uniformly the same as those
_provided during the school year. The difference being, of course, that’
the emphasis was on part-time jobs during the school year but full-time*
employment during the summer. There were no apparent differences in wage
rates. The federal minimum wage remained the standard fov virtually everya

one except those participants with some supervisory duties over other, youths. . -
N ) LY .

There were some minor problems that occured in the localities iA which |
SPEDY, YETP, and YCCIP.co-existed during the summer months. In.a few in-
stances,,youths tried to get two jobs.* More jmportantly, there was sc i
preferential shifting by youths away from YEDPA jobs to SPEDY jobs. The .
reason was -that SPEDY, jobs contdined some of the more attractive (for non-}
economic reasons) jobs. For instance; in E1 Paso the SPEDY program had a
number of jobs ia recreational occupations (e.g., 1ife gudrds, supervising-
bdsketbad 1 programs, etc.). . Since the pay was the same, SPEDY jobs seemed
to be an easier and a more socjally enjoyable way of working during the
summer. YEDPA jobs in the summer were much the same in their—job require-
ments as during the school 'year. These.efforts to shift programs, however, -
were the éxception. ‘

A}

-

" In Albuquerque, the presence of the entitlement programf({.e., of YIEPP)'
did cause fewer 16 and 17 year old youths to be available for SPEDY compared °
toeprevious years. Accordingly, it also meant that SPEDY was confronted with

seen as being”a positive sign as it enabled "more youth ‘than ever to be

served." - - i
-~ . . % ) :
None of the prjmenspdnsors reported any indication of labor shortages
in youth-dominated occupations during the summer months. A1l indicated

" that the vast surpiuses of youths in their communities overshadowed §§g

presence of sizeab]g SPEDY and YEDPA programsJ€ There were no reports®of
employers, who compldined about 'shortages df yeuthful job seekers although

there were some colb]aints about shortages of youths with job skills. These
complaints, howewer, were considered to be routine and unrelated to

the YEDPA presence. Aiso the prime sponsors are quick to indicate that their
youth programs are largely reserved faor economicaily disadvantaqed youth.f
They point out That "there are still plenty of non-economically disgdvaﬁtaged
youth around."” : S

~ Al
@

kY

more 14 and 15 .year old youths thad in earlier years. This development, was y
-+
(\<

.
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. the more at odds thed school systems have become with the gga]s of CETA for,

A ~

VII. Special Issues .

PR -

Serving the Handicapped: . It was noted by one prime spopsor that all pro-

grams under CETA for youth are poorly suited for meeting the needs of

emotionally disturbed and handicapped youth. To serve thesg youths, a high

cost trainee program is needed. But CETA stresses low cost and a high .
volume of participants. , Hence, there Mas not been much participation of, .
these youths in YEDPA. § . cy° .

Linkages with. other qnst1tut1ons The "forced" re]at1gpsh1p required under
YETP between the pr1me sponsors and the Jocal school-systems has surfaced
_several differences in philogophy,.. One 1s that the school officials sée
" the rieed for linkages with otheryyouth agencies in the commun1ty as a way t
of jointly providing services to youth. The prime sponsor (reflecting DOL .
preferencesi stresses the availability of jobs as the enticement for joint .
part1c1pat1on The school officials stress the fact that many youths have
serious social problems--broken homes, alcoholism problems (of parents
and sometimes of youth themselves); drug probleps, child abuse, child-
neglect, and sopetime e3 incest. Tpus, they stress the serv1ces that are
-needed from other community institutions--such as ha]fwaj houses, welfare
case workers, Juvéh11e court personnel, and the preparation of school
drop-but Tists. School officials stress the outreach dimensions that are
related to efforts to bring youths back to school .as™the crucial feéture
and they tend to down play the importance of job p]acement g__gse

A
The Ph1losqphy of Youth Programs: As indicated in the pre ed1ng _paragraoh,
school officials_have a differeng perceptiop of the needs’ youfh than do T .

? ) »

tmost of the primé sponsors who .are fulfilling their, responsibilities in,

administering CETA. The local school officials in all three prime sponsor | ..
areas’ have had extensive experience with Title I ‘and SPEDY programs for

youth prior to the advent of YEDPA. Some of their concerns, .therefors, transcend

YEDPA itself and reflect expeﬂﬁences with all youth’ programs under CETA.

_ The, schools perceive that the thrust of CETA programs is.for job placement, \§§

" (i.e., unsubsidized emp]oyment) The schoo]s in general feel thzglevery,

effort should be made to keep students in school. Jobs for youth, they

feel, should be a means to an end, (i-e., completion of at: 1east a high ' LY

) schoo] d1p10ma), and not an end goal itself. The schogls féel that pressure

is increasing for job placement and for reduction of placememt costs, As .
the dollars have increased for youth,” (especially with™ the coming of. YEDFA) .

youth. The school officials see the answer to the problem of serving t
economically disadvantaged yauth as bringing them back to classroom$ rather
than trying to get them immediate employment. It should be noted that these
school officials do not necessarily believe that a traditional school setting
is needed. Rather,fthey also mean night classes, altern&tive schools and
schools for, young mothers. They argue that if youths drop out of school, it

is far more cosfly.to reach and to serVe them than if they are able to . ’

(/4ece1ve quality preparat1on in school, graduate and then be placed into .
pe

rmanent jobs. There is a clear percept1on that many o7 the jobs-avail- ”
able under YEDPA are dead-end jobs. The preferences of school officials in
rank order are: (1) continue education; (2) continue training; arnd (3) job-
placement. To~the degree that YEDPA allows youth to cortinue their, educa-
tion, it s seen as an asset; to the dearee that it str*sses tr %1on 0~
Jobs it is seen as being counterproduct1ve
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" and supplies that are often needed to develop a new job slot.

.
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Labor Market Impact: None of the prime sponsors reported’any complaints
from employers about labor shortages for the types of labor pools that
would normally be populated by YEDPA participants. It is likely, however,s
that YEDPA has served to increase employment opportunities for youth who
would not normally bé in the labor market rather than to perceptibly .res
duce the number of youths who were already in the labor markét. Table 1
clearly shows that most YEDPA participants-in all three prime soonsor-areas
were not in the labor force prior to their participation in YEDPA.

Job Development and Placement: Few of the project sponsdrs (i.e., commun-

ity based organizations, schools, government agencies, or prime sponsors)

renorted anys difficulty developing job slots*for YEDPA participants. There

were, ‘however; a few exceptions that are instruc@ive to policy development.
! - -3

R Ane of these was associated with job development in the rural counties
for'YETP participants in the Coastal Bend area. The Corpus Christi Independ-
ent School District is also resoonslble,for all of the YETP programs in the .
adjacent twelve county—areas. It has had no.difficulty developing jobs in
the city but the rural areas have présented problems. Due to the massive
land area that comprises these rural counties (over 11,520 square miles)
that are sparsely popg}ated in widely scattered areas, there are few -opportun-
itigs for public_ornon-profit jobs. The simuljaneous pressure to increase . .
enrdl1ments in public service employment (PSE) under Title VI during 1978
did lead to a "drying up" of job slots. Prior to the Title VI build-up,
slots.could befound if .the ffornﬁgas-put forth. But afterwards, it was.
far more difficylt. It has tdken extemsive effort "to squeeze. in our kids '.
Vacant jobs had all but disappfared. The facf -that titks same primelgnopsor
area has been.selected to become ong of the demonstration project areas ¥or
the Employment Opsortunity'Program(i.e., welfare reforgl, 4 1979<dreans that
an additional 3,200 PSE slots are going to be required. TMNs. does not auger
well for YETP in’fhe next year in these_rural CGUnti%E.
, A second problem has also accurred in these same ﬂéral cqunties
involved both YETP and YCCIP. MNamely, the local goverpment aga
these rural and.mostly poor counties do not’have spare funds forequipment
YCCIR in
particularis*a labor- intensive nrogram. But ‘as one spokesman said, "yoy
don't need extra workers in rural areas if you can't use well the ones vou
already have." The Timits on available funds for auxiliary materials is’

' sean as a real.barrjer tp exvaasion of such endeavors «for rural vouth.

4 4

A.third problem area has Qeen with oh-the-job training for youth. All
of the prime sponsors included 0JT for youth in their first year's opera-
tions. None found these .efforts to be fruitful. ,In the Coastal Bend case.
the .American G.I. Perum, a community based organization in the Chicano com-
munity was only .able to fil1 28 of 60 OJT slots for youth. They encountered
strong employer resistance. When youth are employed in certain occupations,
insurance costs increase. °‘Also, the group they were trying to place were.
by definition, -out-of-school youths. This group, it was found, were very
unstable im their work ‘habits and aspirations. Employers likewise showel
little interest in youths who had little interest in the jobs they were
offered. In .Albuquerque the problems stemged. from the fact that' the vast

3
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™ majority of the business enterprises are small in size. Most of these sma]ﬂ\x
businesses did not want to betome involved with the fedepa1\government in
general or with CETA programs in particular. “About half;df jts 0JT's slots,
were unfilled during the first year In Albuquerque, tneref&re, the plan is
to reduce OJToos1t1onsto zero in the second year. Thg Coastal Bend Con-
sortium, however, did refund the G.I. Forum program in hgpe that the second
year yi]] be more productive. In E1 Paso, the E1 Pasg Central YMCA--which
was new to the Manpower field--set up some OJT slots that were coupled
with classroom instruction. The prime sponsor found, however, ‘that the
< pos1tfons were 1nrundes1rab1e occupations (e.g., sa]ad makers, waitresses,
.etc.) and the YMCA. fouha that the Ttost of OJT was far more expensive than ite
had planned. Hence, the OJT slots were all transferred to other activities.
The E1 Paso prime sponsor had feared that this would happen. It does not
believe it is a good idea for sub-contractors to get into OJT because it 1s
“too complicated for most of them." ~
v L]
. " A fourth deVe]opment of interest was with the idea of internships for
youth with the-Albuquerque city government. The staff of the prime sponsor
. was not in favor of this idea but the advisory council was and recommended
SR funding for the first year. The experience. of the program proved %o be -
: supportive of the fears of the staff. «Namely, most of the internships (which‘
weréd for post-secondary .school level youth] went .to "emapcipated youths* *
That is, they went to yeuths who no ]onger relied upon their parents for
income support but whose parents were not ecogomically disadvantaged
bagkgrounds. They were largely youths whoqzade up sipgle person households .
_Although these youths didi fill a void (i.e., city of(nc1als claimed that
the work would-not be done without them), the Youth Council to the prime
sponsor decided, that, since most of these youths were going to community
colleges or the”state un1vers1ty, there were many Other more needy yoqﬁ
to serve in the community. Hence, it was recommended and it was dec1ded t
the venture not be refunded during FY 1979.
The Role of Commun1ty Based O;gan1zat1ons. Although all three prime sponsors
were very critjcdl of the mandated inclusion of CBO's when YEDPA began, it is ™
clear that most~af this reluctance had vanished by the end of the first year.
The greatest chantie.eceurred in Albuduerque which has had a completely changed
perspect1ve The Youth Sewices Qffice which had been created by the prime
sponsor to coordinate “all services for out-of-school youth in the community
was funded by YETP and was initially set up to be run by the prime sponsor
, itself. But with the coming of the second year, it was decided to turn over
the entire program to a local CBO. It was awarded to the tocal OIC in’
-ATbuquerque. The OIC had had.a long history of a client orientation (rather
than an agency orientation). wnich was attractive to the prime sponsor. The
0IC, however, had only limited prior“experience with youth. Nonetgeless, it
was awarded the program. In part the decision to delegate the job to 0IC
w3s part of major change in philosophy by the Albuquerque prime sponsor. Oven
the summer of 1978, there was a d1rector change. In contrast to the past,
the new director be11eves that the prime sponsor should assume largely an
. administrative role concerned with planning and monitoring. As a result, the
attitude toward CBO involvement has become decidedly more positive.

e Ong administrative problem associated with the CBQ involvément in YEDPA
is that.it has made it difficult fqn the prime sponsors to keep track of

-
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' expenlditure levels. A1l of the prime sponéors had carry-ove} funds of money

not spent the first year. Part of the reason was that the myriad of CBO's
in YEDPA as well as in other CETA programs has increased the d1ff1cu1ty of
keeping track of the actual expenditures byoeach of them. »

Female Participation: Earlier in the report it was noted that there was a
paucity of women participants in the YCCIP programs in'all three prime
sponsor areas. A1l af the YCCIP projects in all three localities have been
associated . with labor intensive, out-of-doors, and physical type work in con-
struction, ma1ntenance or repair work. No special efforts®have been made to
accommodate women. As a result, either women have elected not to participate
or have been pre-screened out from consideration. ‘here viomen, have partici-
pated, they have sustained a high drop-out rate. In the case of .the more
varied array of opportunities afforded by the YETP endeavors, women have had

_a higher participation rate. Yet several issugs have arisen that serve to.

\

indicate the unigue ‘of youth labor markets from adult labor markets.,
For instance, one sponsor indicated that thére had been some problems in the
placement of femalé youths into OJT-slots due te-some " lecherous employers”
who made sexua] adVances The official statéd that "this is a very serious
4tssue foar a local prime sporsor to handle--especially if the girl is still-
living at, home with her father." He added that "this type of an issue is a.
real problem that we must take into consideration even though upper Jevel
program administrators don't consider it to be a signifitant isgue." Another
unexdbected problem has arisen ‘when some boy friends have objected to stheir
girl friends going to work sites where there are young men. Several were
given ultimatums to choose between "the’r honey or their job." In one case,
a_boy friend purposely spilled a milkshake all over his girl friend just be-
fore she was to go to work which forced her not to show up that day. These
incidents, although obviously isolated, do serve to remind policy-makers of
some of the unique issues that affect policy initiatives for youths.

Byt . , -
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VIII. Fupding Decisions for the Second Year - A
In a sgnsé,‘a11 of the p1ans for the second year of YEDPA are
tentative: The uncertainty of the reauthorization of the enmabling -, ,

- Tegislation as well as the continued uncertainity of the funding levels

of the subsequent.'CETA Amendments of 1978 mean that no prime sponsor
could planinadesirable manner for the second year of YEDPA. A1] of the
prime sponsors were told to plan on the basis’ of receipt of 93% of-their .
previous year's allocation. TYhe prime sponsors were, however, allowed

to carry-over any unexpended funds for the first year to the-second and
to include the carry over in their.program renewal process.. Fdér YCCIP,
the funding levels far FY 1979 for all three prime sponsdrs aré con~ .
siderably below the levels for the first year. For YETP, the funding .
levels are alse lower for the Coastal Bend Consortium. and for-E] Paso

in the second year than the first. In Albuguerque, however, "carry-

-over" funds were sufficient to allow for an increase in YETP fu ing for

the seconq year. On balance, however, it would appear that YEDPA pro-
grams activity will be reduced in all three localities for the gecond
year Yelative to the firgt year's operational levels. ,/j

s ’ -

-A, YCCIP Decisions ‘/}

£ ’ rd
Table 2 presents a summary of th;éﬁTgﬁg\?br YCCIA by the QespectiJe

prime sponsor for FY 1979. A brief d eription of thexﬁgijsjons‘of each
prime sponsor is as followsx o] .

]
e

A]buquerqueﬁ;ﬁerna1111o County, N.M. The prime sponsor issued a request

“for proposals (RFPs) for the second year operation of YCCIP. In response

it received three proposals. The decision was made to give the entire
available sum to one apphcant, Youth Development, Inc. (YDI). YDI is a
community based organization.” It was also "the sole sponsor of all.YCCIP

activities during the first year. Hence, the decision was in reality a.re</

funding decision based upon satisfactory first year performance. YDI did
plan to expahd its labor intensive work projects into such areas a con-
struction of a solar green house, renovation of a county center for

“retarded persons; and a co-operative venture with the local mason's unions

to renew a jogging trail .in a city park..

A 2 . '
Coastal Bend Manpower Consortium, Tx. The Consortium plans to issue RFP's
after January 1, 1979 for its new YCCIP funds. Hence, there will be no_ .
YCCIP activity until after that date. ' y d

~

E1 Paso and E1 Paso County. The prime sponsor requested RFP's for its_
YCCIP funds. Three proposals were received. . All three were approved,
although at reduced funding levels than thoSe.requested. One went to the
E1 Paso Independent School District (EPISD) which also received a similar
contract during’thé‘fﬁ t year. The :Eiond contract award went to Project

Bravo, a local CBO,~fdr a progpam for guit-of~school youth doing weatheriza-
tion work. - The third was to-the Ysleta Independent School District (YISD)
for a work experience prd¥Fam for in-school yolth to refurbish school
desks. After receiving the award, however, YISD suddenly reversed itself

and withdrew its propesal. Ostensibly the reason was that the, school

8 -
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TABLE 2. Summaty of Allocation of Funds for the YCCIP Pro§;§10n§ of YEDA
— . in Albuquerque;—E}-Paso, -and the Coastal Bend Manpdwer Consortium, «

Fiscal Year 1979

-

Prime Sponsor

Total Amount of

Recip&enés of Funds

Total Amount Of Estimated number of

Funds Allcoated

Persons to be served

Albuquerque Nﬁ,
and Bernalillo
County NM

Coastal 8end Manpower
Consortium, TX

(City of Corpus
Christi and 12
counties) "

El Paso, ‘TX
and County of
El Paso, TX

$154,000

$117,000

$167, 350

Youth Development
Inc.

(no decisions tobe
made until after
January 1979)

El Paso Ifdependent
School Dilstrict
Project Bravo

Unallocated* “~

Funds Received

$154,000 to be determined

$117,000
L]

\$ 96,251 35
41,383
29,716

*See Text
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district was unable tO obtain the funds from other sources to cover the

costs of materials. There are, however, other considerations CORCerning ~——

administrative personalities and philosophy about federal funds that may
also be involved in the decision. As a result, the prime sponsor was
forced to start the RFP process over again. As of mid-October 1978,
therefore, YCCIP was underfunded.

-~

B. YETP Deciéﬁons ¢

Table 3 presents a summary of the YETP decisicn for FY 1979. A brief
discussion of each of the prime sponsor dgcisions is as follows:

Albuquerque--Bernalillg County, N.M. As was the case in the previous year,
ATbuquerque Public Schools (APS) will receive the stipulated 22 percent of
YETP Funds as the local educational agency (LEA). It plans to continue its
successful program with local hospitality industry. Ouring the preceeding
year all 43 youngsters who completed the program during the academic year
were offered Full-time employment in the summer. OSuring the forthcoming
year, it is intended that the program will be expandsd to serve 60 persons
(30 each semester). An effort is being made to develop additional job
slots in businesses related to tourism (e.g., travel agencies, chamber

of commerce, museums, etc.). It is also planned to spin-off a separate
program in the day care industry. The fact that the school year begins

in late August but the refunding and staffing decisicn could not be done
until after October 1 meant that the program could not begin until mid-
October. The inability to synchronizeschool years and CETA years remains

as difficult. a problem this year as last.

.In addition to the LEA allotment, the prime sponsor e]eéteq to con-
tinue to retain 4 substantial portion of YETP funds to administer itself.
This year, however, the mix of programs will be changed as a result of

- earlier experiences.: 0JT will be phased out entirely; skill training slots

at the Skill Center will be increased; and a G.E.D. program will be added.’
Also, based partly on the first year's experience, the prime sponsor has
decided to buy into  an occupational assessment progrdm that wil be used
to test abilities and interests of all CETA participants.” It is hoped,
that the testing services will enable the“Youth Services Office to de-
termine how best to serve the youths it encounters.

The prime sponsor decided for the second year of YEDPA that it would
delegate the operation of the Youth Services Office which it had establiished
and admi.. stered during the first year. - The youth office is designed to
serve all youth in the city who are out-of-school. It seeks to meet the
specific needs of the youth it encounters. To do this in a more effective
manner, the aforementioned testing service will be added du;ing the coming
year. The prime sponsor found during the first year that it did not have

. the capacity to run the youth office itself. This fact, together with the

presence of a new director of the prime sponsor who believes that more
activities should be subcontracted out,  led to a decision to request RFP's
for the operation of the youth office. Five RFP's were received. The
awgrd was given to the 0IC-Mid-Rio Grande, a local CBO, to operate. Al-
thodugh it has had experience with adult programs in the manpower area, the
operation of the youth office will be its first experience with youth

progranms. .
. - AN 125
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TABLE

3.

Summary of Allocation of Funds for the YETP Provision of YEDA in Albuquerque,
El Paso, and the Coastal Bend Consortium, Fiscal Year 1979 (as of October, 1978).

Total Amount of ) Total Amount of Estimated Number
Prime Sponsor Funds Allocated . Recipient of Funds Funds Received of Participants
Albuquerque and $900,000 Albuquerque Public Schools (LEA) $165,000 -~ 95
Bernalillo County, . o (30 a semester)
New Mexico )
Program to be run by prime sponsors? 715,000
a) skill training at skill center . 102
b) G.E.D. programs - - 65
¢) Individual referrals to private-ﬁraining 10 '
. facilities .
d) Supportive services - -
e) Occupatdonal assessment service for —-
youths who use Youth Services Office (i.e.,) 5
B Comprehensive Occupational Assessment Test-
ing Service) ’ — - .
01C-Mfd-Rio Grande to run Youth Services 120,000 80 -
Office for all out of school’ youth and
- - direct_placements Y
Coastal Bend Manpower . $662,864 Cdorpus Christi Independent School Distriét $464,206 Yet to be determined )
Consortium (City of . : R ’
Corpus Christi and 12 \ American 9.1. Forum Veterans Outreach Program 84,812 Yet to-be determined
counties) LULAC Educational Services Center 83,958 Yet to be determined
¢ ‘Adﬁinistration of Program ’ . 29,888 Yet tg be determined
El Paso, Texas and $708,000 El Paso IndeperMent School District $287,826 128
El Paso Coun?y, Texas ' El Paso Community College Lt 99,041 40 '
U El Paso YWCA - 100
) %rofect Bravo * 87,558 34
o - ¥sleta Independent School District’ 147,146 75
Fabens Independeht School District 37,546 38 S
Yet to be allocated 1563859 N -

> .-

~




The Coastal Bend Manpower Consortium. The Consortium plans to request new

tion apd funding levels, it has temporarily decided to stay with the $ame
ntractors used in of the first year., In early 1979, a decision
be made as to how to proceed. Hence, the Corpus Christi Independent
School District (CCISD) will again receive over two-thirds ofi the YETP
funds. .CCISD, however, has the respons1b111ty of serving both the city
. and the twelve rural counties that comprise the consortium. LULAC educa-
tional services continue in support services and counse]1ng activities
with CCISD in the rural areas. The GI Forumwill contidue its effort to
make OJT for youth a viable concept. - X

- ~—:F(P—s—‘r‘;]ar YETP-but, due—to-alt-of the uncertainties over CETA re-authoriza=— -
' sub-

El Paso and E1 Paso County, Texas. The prime sponsor requested and re-
ceived 11 proposals to its RFP. Four of these were funded; the other
‘seven were rejected on technital grounds. A second RFP was issued and 9
proposals were received. Of these 3 were approved (two were from one
agengy). Hence, a third RFP round was pending as of mid-October 1978.

The E1 Paso Independent School District .(EPISD) received almost 40
percent of the total funds available for a comprehensive program of work
experience and training that provides academic credits. The El Paso
Comunity College plans to offer two special courses in which participants
will receive wages for their participation, One class will be in secre-
tarial training and the other in data processing. The YWCA plans to set
up an innovative training program for day-care occupations at the local
educational center for school-aged parents. Project Bravo, a CBO, plans
to operate a work experience program for in-school youth The Ysleta
Independeqt School District received a renewal of its in-school work

> exper1en§Q\program (i.e., teacher aids) for a second year. The Fabens
Independent School District (F.I.S.D.) received approval of its request for
an in-school program that will be tied to it's existing distributive educa-

* tion program. Work expﬂ;1ence will be prov1ded as clerical work, teacher

aids, or grounds mainterlance. The work experience will be lipked to
existing vocational education classes (funded outside of CETA) and academic
credit will be provided for the work experience. (The F.I.S.D. proposa]
was actually two separate Eroposa1s ‘that were ultimately combined into ¢ne
program) | ‘

t ? - -
IX. Concluding Observations =

. During its first fiscal year, YEDPA was operationa] for only about
seven months (some projects for even less time) in. the three prime sponsors
under review. Although there was little time to prepare fon it,-the three
prime sponsors d¢id respond as rapidly as was possible given the1r institu-~
tional constraints. During most of the. first year, the attention of the
prime sponsors was constantly diverted away by other priorities that were
set by .the U.S. Department of Labor at the national level. Hence, most
of the attention of the prime sponsors te~YEDPA was devoted to its launch-
ing with little time available to assess or tojevaluate its on-going life.

Planning for the second fiscal year of YEDPA has, likewise, been minimal
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due to the uncertainties over legislative re-authorizatior and funding

. __18vels. _In most instances, the program_composition of the first year
will be replicated during the second year. As it now stands, however, '
the operational level of YEDPA during the second year will be less than
during the first. More attention, however, is anticipated by the-prime.
sponsors to the crucial issues of evaluation and monitoring than was
possible during the first year. Hence, the quantitative loss in numbers
of participants from thé levels of the first year may be partially off-
set by qualitative improvements in project content durfing the second year.
It isistill too early at this point' to tell. '

It does seem to be the case that YEDPA expanded employment opportuni-
ties significantly in these three communiiies for youths who are from
economically disadvantaged backgrounds and who are from nationally desig-
nated racial and ethnic minorities. Most of the participants, however,
seem to be from "out of the labor force" as it is officially defined or were
underemployed in the jobs they previously held. Few were actually un-
employed. This means that YEDPA has helped considerably in increasing
employment and income levels for these participants but its actual impact
on local youth unemployment problems remains in doubt. On the other hand,
the presence of the program may have.played a preventative role of afford-
ing employment opportunities to youths who would have eventually added
to local youth unemployment problems if it had not been there. The fact, .

. howevér, that so much of the thrust of YEDPA is toward keeping youths in
school makes it virtually impossible to assess the significance of this
-preventative role in any substantive way.- - )

TTearly the most important accomplishment of YEDPA to date has been
jts efforts to alter local institutional arrangements. YEDPA has brought
the school systems into the CETA system in more than simply a service .
capacity. The schools have .had the opportunity to use their YEDPA funds ¢
to enrich some things they were already doing; to undertake innovative
programs that they could not do in it$ absence; and to involve themselves

"in CETA in a year round manner that was largely Timited before to a summer
time commitment. Also.the schools have used YEDPA as a lever to gain
academic credit for work experience and to 1ink part-time jobs during the

school years to full time jobs in the summer. It also seems that ties 3
with vocational education are either being forged for the first tim& or «
being strengthened if a manner that did not previously exist. B ‘

Another first year institutional adjustment of YEDPA has been to en- -
able many community based and neighborhood based organization to become
involved in youth issues. For many, it is their first involvement. For
others, it has allowed them to expand and to compl:ment on:going activities.

Fhe YEDPA experience to date has contributed to an understanding of
the é%$p1e§ity of policy intervention in the labor market. For too long
the. tendericy of poljcy initiatives for youths have tended to be replica- i
tions of "adult progtams. YEDPA has seemed to indicate that the youth labor
market s unique in both its demand and its supply characteristics. Some
policy thrusts apparently do not work (e.g., OJT); some behavioral influ-
ences are more pressifg on'yduths than adults (e.g., the influence of parents,
peer groups, and schools); and some well established manpower goals (e.g.,
job placement per se) may be misdirected.

-
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The first year of operations of the Youth Employmenfrand'Demonstration
Projects Act of 1977 (YEDPA) has come to an end with a relatively healthy
but rather ignored Qaby. It is not so much that its local—family does not "™
love little YEDPA, but rather that older and bigger-CETA brothers,gnd s}éters
have inadcértently attracted an unwelcome amount of outside scrutiny and
thusghave required a Iét of'nurturiﬁg. After a tardy and prolonged birth,

YEDPA has settled into a s te of benign neglect.
ol o

PART ONE: ISSUES OF PRIMARY CO ER&*INJEVALUTING YOUTH EMPLOYMENT /
LEG ISLAG ON NATIONALLY

» 1. Youths Served by the Program During the First Yea;.

Five Michigan prime sponsor jurs?diétions are examined in this study--
Detroit, the Grand Rapids Consortium, Kalamazoo County, the Lansing Consor-
tium, and the Muskegon tonsortium. Enrol Iment patterns in these areas during
the first year indicate that generally the significant segments identified
in the Fiscal Year 1978 plans were served. The data in.Table | reveals tﬁat
in the Clt} of Detroxt and the Muskegon Consortium, more than half of the
youths in both the Youth Employment and Training Programs (YETP) and the Youth
Community Conservation and improvements Projects (YCCIP) were nonwh i te, whlle
S .
in the-other three prime sponsor areas, the proportion of nonwhites consider-
ably ;xdeeded the froportion of nonwhites within the population of those juris-
dicfions. Of special note in all’f%ve jurisdictions is the high number of

economically disadvantaged youths. Although the Department of Labor did not

set a goal for YCCIP youths in that segment, more than half of the partici-

. pants were disadvantaged in all of the areas. |In YETP, the requirement was
that all of the youths come from families with incomes no more than 86 percent
of the Bureau of Labor Statistics' Lower Living Income Standard Level (LLISL),

“or approximatefy $1,400 more than the income level defined as “economicallxj\\_

¥y %
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— . TABLE 1
susmary of Participants' Characteristics in Selected Michigan Prime Sponsors Undqr YCCIP and YETP, Fiscal Year 1978,
' ~
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éisadvantaged.” But ifi terms of actual %enrollments, at least tBree-quarters
of the YETP participants in each of the five jurisdictions fell within the
more stringent income definition. )

All of the ﬁrime sponsors worked with a number of youths from welfare‘
families. In other cases a ‘particular area seemed to attract one or two signi=
ficant segments more than the others. Ningteen percent of the youths in the )
ﬁuskegon ConsortfﬁE; for example, were handicapped, while in the Lansing Con-
sortium's YCCIP progrém, 21 percent were ex-offenders. ! )
- For all racial and ethnic groups served in tbe Detroit and Lansing Con-

sortium YETP programs, the number of males.aqd’females was almost equally
distributed, and in the other three jurisdictions the proportion of females
&id not drop below 40 percent. In thé YCCIP program, however, partly because

of the nature of the jobs, the‘bropdrtion of females in the Muskegon, Grand

Rapids, apd Lansging Consortia was low. The matter of insufficient female 2

[

' -
representation within Kalamazoo's programs evoked some expressions of congern

<

in its Youth Services Committee, but the matter of what action, if any, should
» “~

‘ -

be taken to remedy the situation was tabled.
ldentification through the‘standard management inforﬁation system (MI1S)
of action f;ken on some siggificant segmenfs was sometimes co&p1icated by
local program design. The Lansing Consortium thus established school dropouts
as a special category, and urged—program deliverers to give special'consider-
ation accordingly. The staff believes that they d{d so, but data on the>num-
ber of.school dropouts served in the in-school programs is not available. ji"
For the purposes of CETA reporting, ""high school dropouts“ are defined é;
appl icants who, at the time of applicafion,\are not attepding school or have

not received a high school diﬁloma or GED. In-school participants who are

dropouts and return to school, therefore, are normally enrolJed in-school at
~ :




the time of program éppiicatibn and consequently not considered dropouts.

-~

Relat®on of the Youths to the Federal Youth Programs. When two new

federal youth programs, YETP and YCC!P, are added to a refurbished summer
.youth program (Summer Program for Economically Disadvantaged Youths)'andc\‘
other regular programs operated by the prime sponsors, there is always the

danger that partncnpants will begin shoppnng among programs looking for the

most iucratnve tralnnng:wage or the easiest way to_earn a dollar. interviews

with prime sponsor staﬁﬁers and program operators in these five jurisdictions,
Id

.however, did not reveal a single apparent case of this kind. Operators are‘

-

partlcularly leery of such a possubliity,_because it would affect their en-
% e \

roliment patterns and program design. But they expressed the view that such

shifts are not occurring partly because all of the programs, with the occa-

sional exception of YCCIP, provide the same minimum:wage and stipend condi-

tions and because through increasingly tight intake procedures, moﬁof them

felt that they were able to control such problems. Indeed; they seemed able

.

in effect to steer the youths genkrally in the direction that they, as educa~

t*

. .. / s
2???7 deemed’ appropriate--usually on the basis of career pians<that they had

eveloped in conjunction with the youths. These officials uniformiy point

El

to the Qage level as the critical motivating factor in the ngth's decision to

partncnpate word about other differences among the programs does not seem to

2

LY
Spread as w:deiy although some of Lhe youths who took previows manpower pro-

\ >
grams*are said to prefer tge addltionai information and services that YEDPA

prbvides.
The other danger posed by a‘ﬁob creation program'such as YCCIP is that
it will tempt students to drop out of séhool. Here again, local officials _

were confident that they prevent such a possibiiity by working closely with

the schools and 'sometimes strictly enforcing localiy-initiated rules that

-

¢ -
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speculated that the information might pass from out-of-school to in-school
youths since periodically they ihteract informally, but no one was aware of

a single actual case. Some objectioris though were raised philosophically as

v e to the relation between these youths and YCCIP, on thegrounds that the program

\
N 1
‘bar YFCIP to any youth who has rec®ntly left school. Occasionally a staffer
|
|
|
|
1
design by proffering such an incentive was ill-advised even if it were not ;

. acted on. . A more common complaint from program operdtors--and supervisors=~-

2

was that the compensation provided by minimum wage was too high for the youths

°

in terms of what ;hey‘coula offer the labo; market and what they were actually
doing wipﬁ/fhe résult that youths were acquiring an illusory view of how they
would and should relate to the world of work once the program was over. One
2 program operator reported tﬁgt a youth had quit a regular job to woF& in CETA
because he heard that it was easier, but that problem appeared to be solved . f
when the youth was put to work in a sanitation landfill.
indeed, the youth programs more often were viewed ag creating positive
incentives thai woula hold a youth in échool or encodrage the persoﬁ\to return.
In the Muskegon Conso;tium*s YETP program, satisfactory completion of academic
work is a requirement for studentshwho wish to acquire work egperienc;. Stu-
R Adent; faltering in school face the possibility that they will be suspended
from the work site. Fu;thermore, since the jobs themselves are wften rudimen-
etary in nature, by example, they sometimes encourage a youth to think about
échool again. As a counselor in another\pcime_sponsor;jurisdiction put it,
“They appreciate school more, and realize that work Is not the end of the
. " rainbow. They say, 'l don't want this anymore ;6 1'm going to go back to
school.'" The Summer Program for Economically Disadvantaged Youths (SPEDY).

~
T tias occasionally criticized for ''batchifg the kids through' and ''dealing too

fast with too many,' but it was defended in several jurisdictions for somewhat“‘\\

‘
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. e
improved program quality under YEDPA, for providing money for books and clothes

-

in the fall that is needed to a greater extent than is sometimes Yealized, and
for creafing é.sgmmer group ln‘which peer group pressure is sométimes brought
succéssfﬁlly to convince a p;tential dropout ‘to continue school.
2. Program Activity During YEDPA's;Ejrst Year.
For those prime sponsors who w;rked extensively with school systems,
the hature of the program designs specified in the YEDPA administrative guide-

-

lines dictated virtually all of the youths' activity with the minor exception

of YETP's out-of-school program. As indicated in Table 2, YETP enrolliments

.

in all five Michigan prime sponsor jurisdictions were thus closely tied to a
work experience mode, consisting primarily of Career Employment Experience

and work experience ﬁrogram ac}ivitigs. The Muskegon Consortium wanted to tie
fts YCCIP program f}rmly to the educational process by requiring that ail par-
ficipants either take remedial'edugation courses or work toward completion of
high schooli The YCCIP guidel[ne§ en;ouraged the struc{urin%Lof projects in
such a way that academic'éredit may be granted for work experience and that

youths are encouraged to remain or return to school. The Consortium, however,

was compelled by the Chicago Region V Sffice; as a condition for funding, to

-alter its proposal so that enrollment in schobl would not be a stipulation for

pan}icjpation in the program.

-

For those prime sponsors who allocated a” high proportion of their funding

-

to school systems, Career Employment Experience was mandated as a program
activity. Detrolt, howevér, did a considerable ;mOunt of classroom training
with its youths from the YETP program, and the Lagging Coﬁsortiu& did some
separate training of this kind, too. Furthermore, the variety of YETP program-

ming Is not quite as limited as it appears, since CEE combines transition

services, work-expertence, and classroom training.
. X )
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The blurring together in practice of the theoretically separate and dis-
tinct in-school and dut-of-school YETP programs also complicates interpretation

~ ,
of the actual program mix. Since the Muskegon Consdrtium for example, built

hjgh schoo3 completion activities into all of its contracts, it was able to
count all YETP participants, even dropouts, as part of its in-school program.
For example, the Urban Opportuqity Development Team, the.Eommunity-based organ-
ization (CBO) in charge of an out-of-school program that dealt exclusively
with school dropquts, enrolled all of its youths through a local education
agreanent'(LEA) in school on a part-time basis. ~Other dropouts served by
LEA's were also enrolled in the school system. Elimination of the dichotomy
between thein=school and out-of-school programs may complicate analysis of
the program components, but it is a promising development institutiona}ly to
see emerging cooperation between a CBO charged with responsibility for school
dropouts and the school system itself under the auspices of the YEDPA program.
3. YEDPA Planning and its Relation to Performance.

, Qelating'actual planning to perform;nce is difficult,'%ecause the
prime sponsors are allowed periodically to make modifications jn their projec-
tioﬁs, and thus altered figures then become the basis for analysis. Su?h changes
are necessary for fiscal and program reasons, but they complicate the task Pﬁiv,
- maachiﬁg rhetoric and reality. The,original planning figures cannot be used,
because everyone has come to think in terms ofxghe modified numbers, but the modi-

2

fied numbers in turn mask the considerable underperformanée during the first year
;hat seems to have characterized the implementation of YEDPA in these five prime
sponsor jurisdictions. That underperformance pééved seﬁendipifous in the sum=
‘mer and falliwbeﬁ contractors and prime sponsors alike blanched at the conflicts:
ing funding and‘enrollment cues emerging from Washington, D.C., only to find

that their inability to expend moneyoand enroll participants early in the
. *

S
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TABLE 2 -
* Earoliment and Expenditure Levels in Selected Michigan Prime Sponsors Under YCCIP and YETP, Fiscal Year 1978
- PROGRAM ACTIVITY - PROGRAH COMPOHERT (OSTS

.

Selected \

Michigan
Prize
Spogsor

ob
Other useé of occu-r

~ | Experience

tion (Private Sector)

pational information
Career Empioyment
ﬁxperience f??i.s.)
TOTAL ENROLLMENTS
Vocational Explora-
pational information

Training
Experience

s
ing |

On. ¢

Tr

Work
Tratning

Tratnin

lora~
‘%%ﬂﬁ??ﬂ%kg¥¥’§§éioﬁ
Other uses of occu-
Career Awareness
Career Employment
4| Experience (C.E.E.)
ITOTAL EXPENDITU £s

Career Awareness

Classroom
Ciassroom
On the job

Work

$67,453 ., 367,453
82% : 1 g
. {82,683 82,683
Muskegon Planned
Consort ium Actual . B 1 - 5164.2?; 3151,4]
$400,334 $400,334
$151 414 $151,414
59% 59
$256,385 . $256,38!
$334,743 $547,849 §842,592)
ng |. v 824 17
466,221 Q§65,867 $1,132,08!
12 $48,148 . 448,14
Actual 150% 601 )
o 8 . 380,350 80,3
Kalamazoo Planned '

County actual "8 N 119,580 75749 R

Actual

e

(&
o

—
wn
(23
e

L
o

SRY

N

Planned

Actual

Grand Rapids Planned

Consort fum Actual

1042

Planned

106% < 0%
, 186 $12,552 §150,831 143,933 $313,810

Planned

: I $i35,320 | ; $133,324
JActual 1021 1003 < 95

3 $133,324 : g —1 339,324
Consortium Y059 | 369,977 $45.372 [3465,960 | 581,319
85% 97% 959,

Lansing Planned

Actual . 1nag 100. 4%

Planned T 924 $82,226 $480,286 ] $607,702

. 227 . $286,275

Actual 103 . At . §286,275

Planned ‘ 221 < | Y677,530

Actual 27 Ve85 [$7,443,709 |$99. 6571 359,350 | 57,750 | $430,972 | 32,064,788
912] 1078 | AN 238 44 64%

L, | 53 3y
Planned 5113 T2T| 23711200 [§1,876,010 5T8§Tf$13[ ; $184,395 [ $225,209 {3798,859 | $3,273,641

.
’ ¢

SOURCE: Prime sponsor.plans and reports sgbmitted to the U.S. Departwent of Laborr
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year had now saved them, as they sat with a surfeit of federal funds that

they intended to carry over anyway.

The YCCIP Experience. One of the general lessons that emerges from

YCCIP experience in severaltjurisdictions seems &0 be that use of several

- ’

contractors may increase the likelihood of effective job creation. Detroit,

i
~

-

the Muskegon Consortium, and Kalamazoo County each chose to commit its YCCIP
N . ¢
resources essentially to one contractof on the basis of the proposals submit-

&

ted; by the end of the spring, all three of these‘pr;Lary contractors had
. efther withdrawn or mani fested serigus operating deficiencies. The Kalamazoo
Public School system abandoned its YCCIP project when one of its unions raised

objections. Wayne State University's project in Detroit was not recommended

for refunding in Fiscal Year 1979 by the City of Detro}t Manpower Department..
Because of lack of diversification, these prime sponsors found themselves

unable to shift or otherwise utilize funds rapidly, and ended the year with

scaled-down enrol Iments and expenditures. The Grand Rapids and Lansiné Con-
sortia enjoyed greater success with their YCCIP projects; in both cases.great-

er program diversification would seem to have provided them with a greater

margin ipr error. While in some of the more rural areas and counties, they )

) . .
. . i
too are sometimes heavily dependent on a single contractor, the greater num-

. ber and variety of contractors within the jurisdiction as a whole would have
positioned them better to shift funds'aroupd. The Grand Rapids Area Employ-
ment and Training Council (GRAETC) thus had five YCCIP .contractors--four CBO's= -

- ‘ o A4 .
and one LEA. The Lansing Tri-county Regional Manpower Consortium also used

.

1

five.contractors, including three CBO's, an LEA, and 2 govanmeht agency.

‘/ ' s . H"‘% «
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, The Lansing and Grand Rapids Consortia encountered different problems

S

. ° ¢
in implementing YCCIP. Lansing's actual enrollments were 102 percent of plan
\J .

goals, but actual terminations were 144 percent of planned terminations. More

than er-half of thesé terinations occurred durjng the summer months, thereby
leaving only 52 percent of the participants on board at the end of Fiscal-Year
1978. Evidence .that the unexpectedly high turnover rates may be seasonal is

seen in the numb r‘of job placements which was 158 percent of plan. Of the
<

<

.30 youths entering employment, 18 were placed in unsubS|d|zed JObS during the
summer. In addition to tennlnat|0ns resulting from JOb placements, the actual

number of other positive terminations was 225 percent of plan, as many youths
!
either returned to school or transferred to~bther prd?;amé. In the case of

YCCIP, Consortium staffers believe that the low number of youths re&b&ning
. d - .
may be due to project completions and to pessimistic expectations held by the

. v
youths and program deliverers that the projectf elther would end or nor be

continued the followlng year. Termlnatnon rates, hon- posntnve termnnatnon

rates, and placement rates appear to be éﬁgnlfucant problem areas for correc-

» - .

tion in 1979 in the Grand Rapids Consortium and elsewhere, tgo. Theee problem

°

areas, however, were apparently sometimes not identified ‘in the'edd-of-year
, . . »

reports.submitted to the Depertment of Labor, because the actual‘perform;nce
iigures were not available’hntil after the date whe the two reports were due.
One of the Detroit contraetors particularly dmphasized the difference
between deali;§-with'older youths,ih centrast w}th th05e who are eixteen and
. . .- N -
seventeem>years zld Such youths were seen a5 much more difficult to pface ‘
becauSe of Michigan's labor laws, the resistance of local unions to the large~
scale entry of these Xouths on to their turf, and the rpticence of employers

to work with Tnexperienced youngsters.—Such concerns were echoed by a Kalama-
@ .

zoo YEDPA contractor who comp]ainEd that the Department of Labor requirements
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t
falled to distingufsh sufficiently between what program operators could be
legitimately -expected to accomplish with this younger group as distinct from

. t
The YETP Experience. Two areas where Kalamazoo\s\YETP program fell below

the older youths who faced fewer barriers in the lath\zarket.

its planned objectives were in the number of potential high school dropouts
to be served and in the amount of training fun;s tb be expended. Both of
these shortfalls related directly to a sérategic planning dgcision made at
YEDPA's inception to focgs during the first year on developing a youth system
and on strqngthenfng relationships and coordinating mechanisms with school
districts. To move ahead rapidly, it was felt, run the risks of accepting

a higher,éroporgion of program failures and of alienating middle management
school officials by inQiting top school administrators to lean on them. The
Upjoha lnstiéute fgr Employment Research, Kalamazoo's pFime sponsor, places

a heavy emphasis on éstablishing program control through a central?}ed system
of .program components and careful monitor}ng. In the view o; staff, the deci-
sion to postpone amgitious goal setting for youth programs has paid off. As
of 0ct6ber'15, 1978, a}l in=school slots planned for Fiscal Yeag§|979 were
filled, and school districts, .as well as the brime«subcpntractor, the Kalama=
zoo Valley Intermediate School District (kvisD), ha;é requested that addition-

*

al ‘funds be made availahle f6r the YETP program.

Musﬁegoncéncountered several institutional problems'in attemptiég to
meet its planned YETP goals. ~lts high proportion of nonpositive teranations
resulted from the elfmination of two school districts, the Fruitport and
Muskegon Public Sdhog}s, after Fiscal Year 1978. The Muskegogigublic School
g&stem Qa§ in the process of .reorganizing, and simply deemed the time inappro-

priate. to apply for the funds. Fruitport Public Schools was discontinued

. after serving fewer than half of the YETP youths to whom it was committed
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under contract. For its part, the Urban League of Greater Muskegon had intend-
ed to use in part YETP money in/;eveloping an alternathe education program
for high school d;opouts,in Muskegon Heights in Fiscal Year 1979. s]‘he bulk of
the funding was to come f{om the étate Deparfment‘of Education until Michigan
Attorney General Frank J.‘Kelly ruled in July 1978 that state funds could not
be useddirectly to‘support educ;tional programs run directly by private agen-

. cies. A?ranggments are ip process to enable the Urban League to work through
the Musekgon Comﬁﬁnity CoPlgge, but in the.mgantime the r%ling put-a crimp in
tﬁat particular YETP p;ogram.

Actual YETP enrollments for the year were 105 percent of plan in‘the Lans-
'ng Consortium, while actual terﬁinations were 131 percent of(planned termina-
&ions. This termination activity in excess.of program goals took place primar=
ily in the in=school proérams. Approximately 80 percent of the péime sponsor's
planned enffol Iments were achieved. A substantial number,.thever,,could be
%0und in the°”oth;r positive'!' termination category, and consi:;ed of youths
who chose to remain in schooﬁ% The excess of actual over planned terminations -
;as largely due to the over enrollment ;& participaqts or,creation'of addi-
tional ?rogrgm slots by in-school ‘program delTYyrers to spend the re;idual(
program expénditurés that they had accumulated. As‘a‘rqﬁul; of the Fiscal
‘Year 1979 cutbacks, this buildup could not be maintained. ‘Tﬁe'errall effe;t
of this termination agtivtty was to reduce the number of'participants present

at the end of the fiséal yearl .The actual number of youths carried -into Fis-

cal Year 1979 was only 81 percent of the planned goal. | :

s

Coping With Uncertainty and Changes in YEDPA Planning. In YETP, Lapsing
" Consortium program del iverérs increased ‘the number of program slots, and in
J . :

‘

some cases the number of hours allowed under work experience, in order to meet’
; . ;.

expeﬁdituré goals and spend funds accrued as a result of the delay in imple~

\ .
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- menting YEDPA. At the end of Fiscal Year 1978, approximately 80 percentvgff
.

the Consortium YETP allocation was spent, and the remaining 20 Rg;zéﬁi was

carried into the'new fiscal year. By-contrast, in YCCIP the option of in-

‘ + creasing program slots to spend accumulate& fund; was not gos;]ble because ’
of limitations on the amount of monéy that can bé spent on program costs
&ther than salaries and the need to maintain a 12 to | participant to super-
visor Pro;ect tatfo. The only unused but feaslble optI:n in the view of

L)

staff was to expand existing projects. By the end of the fiscal year the
expenditure rate had reached 96 percent of blan; approximétely 20 percent
of the Fiscal Year 1978 funds were carried into Fiscal Year 1979.
Tangible short-term damage caused by federal funding uncertainty elsewhere

was minimized, too. As a Detroit vet;ran‘of the manpower scene put it, ''The

act of the smallgr amount of money will simply be a smaller number of pro-
jects and a lesser number of participants.'' But bitterne;s'and concern were
widespread over some unu§uaﬂ problems causedsby this year's cliff-hanger.
If necessaty, the Grand-Rapids‘Consortium was prepared to pull back fr;m con=-
tractors during the final ten days in September and pool the remaihinb YEDPA
funds In order to assist those who would otherwise be compelled to close down-=
prov;hed that the contractors wouldecooperate. Thi; strategy, however, would
entall what a be‘eaguered staffer termed "the horrendous paperwork required

to write 29 deobllgation contract modifications Incentive to, cooperate with

the Depart?ent of Labor alsa_dipped to a new.low as program operators circu-

s

* lated with a sardonic smile the story of the new contractor who had taken
[N N ’ [} R -
l1terally the epartment's early instruction td‘expend fupds quickly only to

be caught too late to react when the signals changed later in the summer. The

contract was relatively small so that the matter was handled &ith relatlve

’ ease, but what, they speculated, would the person do under compargble circum=
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stances in futuré years?” Some contractors suggested that if Congress did not
/ 4 2

Bét on the lEQislation, all clients should be immediately termidgﬁid and let 'V

)

bl

the politicians take the brunt, but, while venting such‘frustrations,.they

moved to mitigate the impact of the cuts. . ) ."

te
-

. . o o
Concern in Kalamazoo County over the delay in-passage of Congressional

‘ «

authorization and appropriatioms was heightened‘by the conéiderable publ?city.
that sufrounded federal. and local actions relatlng to public service employment
(PSE) Shortly befpre the leglslation s expiration date, the Board of Confis-
sioners was told by the Upjohn, lnstltute s PSE proJect d|rector that funds

from other CETA training programs could keep the more than l 000 CETA employ-
_ees on the job until October 18. The Board then supported the County Admin-
istrator's préposal to send out layoff notices which specnfled that.unless
~Congress acte@gpr|or to that daie, the employeesawould be terminated. The
admxnus;rato# 1nd|cated that heawas 95 percent“ confnﬁént that Congress would
_act by that date Whlle~a few of the smaller contrai::rs determined to take '

E,..‘s & . o
"
what was termed a ”prudent rlsk" in assumtng that they would eventually be .

N .4.-__’:_.,..__4 P

reimbursed for CETA paychecks regardless offthe technncal endlng date of the

program, none of the large, public CETA employers did %%%é The City of Kalamazoo

and Western Michigan University duly sent the notl;: *

‘s

s~and shut down the1r '
. ‘ ' )

operations, while the County mplled out two week- ¢

-uthorizatlon for intra-

’ The one day breakibetween the layoffs'and fefeT

3

CETA fund transfers caused little fisdﬁg‘impa’t, but Lt was viewed as an un-=
. ,ﬂ“\%"t )
welcome preview of coming attractions that would indirectly affect YEDPA.

Because of the publcity and layoff notices, local'

tive to what was and what might have been. a YED?A 13

sive track record in the communlty complained that '1'm_worried about los:ng
- |
mz.credibilit¢.nith the job stations as a result of thesevshenanlgans The

~

. . - "
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feds never had the credibility so they're not afraid of losing it." He esti-

mated that about-a half-dozen job stations had pulled out to avoid such jagged

Y

starting and stopping, and emphasized the need for continuity, c&nsistency,
o .

and support as incentives to gain -employer support. A Kalamazoo prime sponsor
staffer offered the view that 'if we had pulled on the schools what we pulléd
-

on the PSE projects, we could: have lost .the whole thing. It would have been

4
.

a couple of years béfgre we coLId have.gotten back.' Kalamazoo and Muskegon
manpoWeH‘personnel.also exp;;sséahc;ncern,that they would Tose some of the
supervisors for their YEDPA projects whom they are paying with CETA Title VI
fupds.: They di? not feel that théy would control who would be laid off in

»

A
order to avoid that possibility.
%

b, Planning for Fiscal Year 1979. . ' -
—_ Given Ehe atmosphere of uncerEainty and low morale that characterized
ghe Fiscal Year 1979 planning process, it is pérhaps not surprising that these
M}ch3gan1prime sponsors have not introduced any partipularly strfking innova~
tions or ‘marked departures from what they did during.YEDPA's first year.

Those jurisdictions which for a ;ariety of reasons moved more slow]y in devel-
oping their 1978 Elans:-Det(oit,'the Muskegon Consortium, ‘and Kalamazoo--did,
however, shore up the changes that they ﬁade Hnring the year, and have made,
‘some adjustments that bring them closer to YEDPA's legislative intent. /¥
Detroit, disap;ointed that its contractors did not do more with the oppor-

tunity qffered by knowledge development, has determined that as prime sponsor,
> 4

. 5
it will play a larger role in such evgfuation‘this year. |t has not yet sub-

mitted its knowledge develgs:ent goals and plans to the Region V office, but

intends to supply the kind of technical assistance that it faults the Depart-
ment of ‘Labor for itself failing to provide the contractors last year. The
City of Detroit's Manpower Department (CDOM) will utilize its newly created

.

y 142 ’ :
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Gr;nts and Research Division, together with ﬁ:;stry agents that it is in the

process of selecting, to take over also responsibility for outreach and re-

cruithent of YETP's out-of-school youths, having concluded that the educational

o~

system is better equipped to_han#le su;h functions for the in-school youths.

L 4

To beef up the quality of its work experience, Detroit is placing greater

s *
., stress on assuring that the supervisor "will maintain reasonable work standards"

/,and will ”not mistakenly overlook poo: performance Work is also to be plan-
ned in such a way that participating youths will be exposed to a combination
of work assignments. Emphasis is also evident in its FY 1979&plan on’insert-
ing more of the components advocated in YEDPA |nto the Summer Program for
Economlcally Dlsadvantaged Youths (SPEDY) and on Ilnkung SPEDY and YEDPA more
closely. In its YCCIP pltan, CDOM has nof'yet completed negotiations with its -
school system, but is placing greater emphasis than last year on obtaining f
academic creait for youths as ;'rgsult of competencies gaiqed on the job.

As a result of testing that it did in its YETP program, the Muskegon

Consor tium Ws placing much heavier emphasis in its Fiscal Yea;F1979 plan on "’

remedial education. Remedial reading programs will be required of all YETP

participants who score below the ninth grad evel during assessment. To i
achieve this goal, the Consortium y}ll ely in part on the use of peer tutors.

To build more incentive into its wérk experience, the Consortium will experi-
ment with what It terms a\“fevelizing” concept in 1979. YETP work experience
positions and YCCIP projects will be classified progre%sivel; at the entry,
mid, and édvaﬁffg/kévels, on the ‘basis of the degree-af sophistication re'-'k
quirésand participants will be able to Mualify for promat}oﬁs as_zgll as

raises. Promotion from one level of work experience to the next, for example,

would include a 5 percent wage increasée. Partiéipants would eventually have

.their overall performance in either YETP or YCCIP compiled.on a certificate

s
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that would simultaneously serve as a resume, a list of completed activities

and learned skllls,'apd a éymbol of achievement. The Consortium is also plac-

’

ing more emphasis on what it calls ”social area ski]l training'' designed to

\

improve a youth's abulvty to" find and hoké a Job on a.VocatnonaI Exploration
F

_(VEP), and on a referral/placement system component, nncluded as part of CEE

EY

' to monitor the participant's proéress during the termination phase. The Gon-

*

sortium has also stipulaté@ that 5 percent of each KETP program must cpnsist

of youths classified as overacMfevers, defined as posSessing a grade point
. . . .‘/\_wa’_\{" -

-

average (GPA) of 3.5 or above. Patterned after the Reverend Uesse Jackson's -

PUSH for excellence program, it is intended to create a more effective learn-
ing situation by injecting positive peer support and pressure within the YETP

program. The YCCIP program is tied partly to the hiriny of a forester wﬁo ////

will develop a forest management plan for all county-ownedi!and, and design
outh and PSE pro}ects accordingly. An initial project will be the planting
f760,000 trees at the county's Wastewater Management Site.

There is a feeling among some Muskegon Consortium staff members that®the

capacnty was simply not there to, implement YEDPA effectively during the First

year, and tfme did not allow it to be established rapidly enough As a result,

~ .

staff trled,varlous experiments to learn what would work in the course of the
’ ) .
year, and now feels more confident about what it has designed. lndeed, they

feel that when the intermediate school disfrict withdrew, and compelled the

Consortium to SCuFtle it; plan and operate largely.on an ad hoc basis, the
result was to create a vacuum, thereby enabling the prime sponsor to experi-
ment more widely. Freed from premature closure that might nave locked them
into a “paper plan," the Consortuum could explore new dlrections Wthh resul ted

in. the eventual devélopment of amstronger second year plan. Progress with the

schools remains uneven, but some of the educators coopératnng with the Depart-

-
)
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ment of_Education and Training feel that YE®P during the secdnd year may prove

‘o’ . -‘ " - ‘ M \
more effective than earlier efforts ,in melding manpower and education.

The main difficulty that led Kalgmazoo founty to dev;lop only 12 YCCIP
. * -~

‘positions was an inadequate pool of Yecip projects.” The Upjohn lnstitute.for_

"'Emplqyment ﬁesearch, which as the result of a 1978 reorganization is now in

charge of CETA planning. as well as operations, has taken steps to create a
larger such pool 1@ identifying those PSE projects that could be implemented
by youths and submitting those projects as a poséjble modification to its YECIP

Fiscal Year 1979 plan. The necessity to submit such a modification and the sti-

~J) ¢ -
pulation that the Department of “Labor must approve projects prior to implemen-

tation, however, may leave KalamazZoo once again with only one approved projecf
in 1979. Only two projects were subﬁitted,ynder YCCIP for the coming year,
and one of them, as a prime sponsor 'staffer put it, ''suffered from a mainte-

. nance gf effort problem.' The one YCCIP project was hardly sufficient unto '
- L )
itself to make last year's entire program a success, but it did at least'

- -
-

accompl ish itg goals of building nature trails and produc¢ing educational

materials for an Outdoor Activity Center. N
b}

The YtTR program in 1979 i§ expanding its supportive services: to the

in=-schoo!l program, and is providI;g more employabi}ity information‘to the
out-ofjsc:ool Zouths. Youth Opportunities Unlimited (YOU), the ‘prime con-
tractd}, is also experimenting wl%h the Michigan Occupational Information ) :
Systém (MO}S), aqglis working informally on job #lacement with the,National’
A!liance of Bu;inessmen's NAB-JOBS prog}am'and with ‘the Mﬁcﬁigan“Employment
Security Commissfoﬁ.(MESC). Relying essentially on guest ‘speakers drawn from
the private gnd pub{ic seetors, YOU has.alsé launched w<séries of workshops to
‘provide youths w?th information on the world of‘work.

.

Like several of the other priMe sponsors, the §rand Rapids Consortium
. t‘. - .

) . ' }
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(GRAETCY concluded that®its YETP program had achieved more of its YEDPA goals
+ : o
and served youths better than 'YCCIP. YETP encountered fewer problems on site,

and more_ianovations were achieveq by the YETP contractors. One of the com-

-~ .

munity-based organizations, the Allegan County Resource Development Committee,

thus assigned its youths to supervisors it twdl identified as particularly well

\

qua1ﬁfied, and held bi-weekly meetings between contractor staff and the super~
visors. Anothe(\CBO, EightCAP, Inc., developed a three-phase program consist-
ing of part-time work and transitional services, for the initial five months,

4 ye ‘e . . T . . . .
Intensified work experience during the summer, and a final month of transi-

4 v
.

tional services and placement assistance. The Wyoming Public Schools followed

through on the emphasis on its funding proposal that ''the job site will be the
main classroom for this program.'" Like Detroit, GRAETC was disappointed in

the limited capability exhibited by its program operators to follow through

-

on knowledge development, and is contemplating a larger prime sponsor role in
- .

1979. GRAETC decided that the most noteworthy achievement of its YETP program -

’

was the ability that all five of its contractors exhibited--three: CBO's as

2

well as two LEA's--fo negotiate successfully for academic credit. GRAETC was

-
.’

¢ least sanguine about developing worksites next year that would accommodate a’

] - ¥

sufficient, span of their participants' career'aspiratiohs, concluding in its
YETP annual’repopt’fhét "admirable as YEDPA's goal, of.matchihg jobs with

career aspirations i%, legal, requlatory, and traditional limits far over-

shadow that goal in practical terms.'

.

GRAETC began its 1979 YEDPA planning proces; in the spring in order to

e

avoid the time'pressures comparable to the previous year. That process was

unfortunately somewhat simplified by the absence of significant grant competi=

4

- tion from'agencies not invdlved in 1978. Only one new contractor emerged in

. .
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YQTP, and Fhe list of YCCIP contractors was no diff;rent from thg:pféviods
year. The Plénning Committee subsequently had to pétition GRAETC's Advisory
Planning Council to allow revisions in th" two annual plans that would bring
them into compliance with changes in the Department of Labor planning format.av
Those changes caused considerably less stir than the funding uncertainty. As
one GRAETC staﬁfer wryly observed, '"Our plann?ng worked out perfectly, but

the figures threw us.off."

The‘Lansing éonsortium haa,a Tonger history of cooperationwith the sch&blg
in youth prqgramming so its routines were more firmly egtablished and r;quired
fewer adjustments in 1979. Funding levels and the expected number of paréici-
pants to be served closely paralleled the previous year. In YETP, one class-
\room training program delivered by a private training institute was not refund-
ed due to poor program performance. The proportion of YETP funding allocated
through LEA agreements remained at 78 percent from FY 1978 to FY 1979 One new
program deliverer was added in YCCIP. Although there was a percentage increase
in the Consorfium a[location to LEA's for YETP in-school programs, total LEA
funding in 1929 will i;crease by only $28,724; out-of-school funds are expected
to increa§e only slightly? g o. . ) ™~

The Consortium is antiéipating a 30 to 40 percent cut in its YEDPA allo-
cation as a result o% thé shift from a 9 to a 12-month operating basis, the
failure of Cohgress to pass the proppsgd $500 million supplemental youth

2 ‘ S
appropriation, the carry-in of 27 percent of FY 1978 funds, and the availabil-

ity of only 93 percent of last year's fupding level. Locally, the expected .
decreases have led prograa deliverers to reduce the number of participéht
slots and to cut the size of youthibrogram staffs. 62reful program planning
by LEA's, an esseﬁtial element in Fiscal Year 1978, is expected to be less
extensive activity in 1979, as program ope;atorg/assign a high pribrity to

./

{
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making only limited cutbacks in services to participants and in the overall

numBer of partigipants served. Because of this sizable decrease in the funding
level, the amount available for the IO‘percen; YETP mixed income knowledge ’\
;development experiment will similarly be decreased. .To ﬁaintain the sample
size at aQSUfficiently high level, the Consortium decided only to fund the
efp;rime;t participants above the 85 percent lower living income standard

level with thé 10 percent monies, gnd to fund CETA-eligible experiment parti-
ucipants with regular YETP funds. The experiment will be similar to last year
except that a control group of 30 students has been added. These students,
wbile’not receiving YETP training, will be administered identical pre- and
post-program tests in order.to measure their:employability skill progress

wi thout program pqrticipation. .

5.. The'Quality of Prime Sponsor Data.
To run knowledge development experiments and effective programs gen-

erally, prime sponsors are aware that they must possess data that is accurate, .
reliable, and cqmprehepsive. In meeting their data needs, all pf them assign

3

a high priority to maintaining efficient and strict management information

systems (MIS). These sytems are devoted largely to insuring that federal

grant requirements are met. Federal contract stipulations determine much of ’
the data collected by these monitors. Cues as to the success of this program
assessment function are derived primarily from the Depargmen; of Labor Region V
office and from living ub;to the performance standards delineated by the na‘t L
tional MIS. When asked about the reliability anq aACUracy of their systems,
prime sponsor staffers thus point, in the case of the Muskegon Consortium and

Kalamazoo County, to high ratings on field audits and, in the ¢ase of GRAETC,

to a record of never having had a disallowed cost. The Lansing Consortium'g

. -~ N

Operations Department was among the first jurisdictions in Region V to compu-
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terize its MIS, and also places great emphésis on running its programs‘eco-

;}homically and efficiently. .. Y 5

Maintaining the accurate and reliable performance indicators, tHen, is

regarded by these jurisdictions as a matter of survival. Considerable organi-
zational energy is devoted to verifying the YEDPA data through contact with
schools, site visits by monitors.working for the prime sponsor, checking with
the chhigan Department of Social Services on AFDC status and with the Michigan
Employment Se{i??ty Commissj;n on unemployment insurance status, and, where
necessary, through conversations with neighbors. Prime sponsor staff members
also_review the data for consistency. For example, the Muskegon Consortium
administers monthly participant evaluation forms and also periodically asks
the participants to evaluate Fhe supervisors. E;aif has checked these re-

°

sponses for consistency, and belie¥es them to be accuraie, since the responses
fall into }easonable patterns and the answers are not extreme.

The’origin§l sources of program data are the individual program deliver-
ers wﬁo must submit several kinds of mohthly reports. 1t is these reports
that evoke the host bitter complaints. about red tape from the contracto;s--
complaints that are particularly vociferous, because unlike the p;ime sponsors,

they assign a relatively low significance to the type of quantitative moni-
t;ring and’assessment’functions performed through the MIS. The vehemence of
their complaints is perhaps the best unabtrusive measure of the accuracy of
the data collected in these jurisdictions. . - .
6. Evaluation of Youth Programs.
- Priﬁe sponsors vary considerably in the degree to which the scope of
their evaluation activities moves be&énd féderal'réqgirements, but in all

cases they are scrutinizing CETA in greater detail YEDPA is not the stimulus

) for this changing approach, but knowledge development has captured the interest

]
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of these local prime sponsors, and it has been woven into their research and

.

L4

evaluation plaﬁ;: The Grand Rapids Consortium does not collect more data than

.

xhé Department of Labor requires. All YETP projects are monitored fiscally
andnprogrammatically on a.monthly basis, with contractors }equlred to describe
methods they will use to correct deviations that vary more than 15 percent
from ﬁlanned performance. GRAETC's contract administrators analyze contractor
descriptions of proposed corrective action, concuf or disagree with them,
and work with the subcontractors'to eliminate deviations. YCCIP projects are.
monitor?d ih a similar fafﬁion on a quarterly basis. The entire YCCIP and
YETP prog;ams are monitored }n the same way with GRAETC prdﬁram officers as-
suming respons{bility for analyzing deviations, taking corrective aétion, and
reborting program performaéce to the Execuiive Director and to the Con;ort}um's
Monitoring and Evaluation Committee. Kalamazoo County also places considerable
i
emphasis on the monitoring -routines used to collect data required by the
Pepartment of Labor, but compiles some additiohal information, too. Sometimes
it subdiyides federal cjassifiéations, but it also includes additional vari-‘
ables. For example, under YEDPA it has broken qown the positive and nonposi-
tive termination categories into a sizable number of subcategories in order to

& ' .
determine more-precisely what is happening to the youths. It is also asking

ﬁﬁhlfLactors to record the census tract from qﬁich the youth comes. !

.

The Lansing Cénsortlhm has developed an ambitious Evaluation Department,
separate and distinct from the units that handle MIS and fiscal performance.

This Department has collected and analyzed considerably more data than is re=
quired by the Department of Labor, and is\(unning a,mixed income knowledge
development experiment for the gecond year. It has also independently evalu-

&
ated its summer‘SPEDY program, collected participant job retention data on a

— 4? 30-60-90 day basis, and done a pre-and post-program participant wage analysis.

.
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. The Operations Uq‘t primarily collects fhe necessary monitoring information,

hut it is also vested with responsibility for insuring that activities and

. -

agreements, including LEA agreements, are carried out as specified in the

.

plan,

. s

/
The Muskegon Consortium is another prime sponsor that has conducted

.

evaluation activities extending beyond federal reporting requirements. In
CETA's Title r//;s well as Title 111, it has collected asgessment information
twice a year concerning readlng and math Ieve{f:fnd clleﬂﬁ/zharaCQertics as

weII as labor market information not mandated by the Department of Labor.
LY
"Under YEDPA, it has administered Hartman and Rokeach value inventories to
. ‘ -
its participants, performed monthly participant evaluations, and done analy-

ses of its systeh components. ‘ ‘ ‘

Solidifying knowfedge Development. [n the frehzy and confusion of¢ im-

plementnng YEDPA, evaluat|0n in the form of knowledge development experiments
was generally pushed to the back burner until the program was in place. As

Kalamazoo County explained in its YCC!P Annuai Report, ''In light of the time

¢

i
constraints under which thd program was operated and the lack of.informa}ion

on knowledge development at the onset ;f the program, no extensive knowledge
development goals were established.'" Indeed, the Grand Rapids Consortium
YCCIP Report observed, ''There is sﬁill a gréat deal of confusion at the local

- and reéional levels as to the form and substance it should take.'! Whgre meth-n
odology for such evaluation was not aJready in place in a prime sponsor juris-
diétion, it simply was not possible to become concerned about foécusing. on

~ developing such capacity.
Even this brief exposure to the kind of qualitative and substantive eval-

uation articulated under knowiedge development, however, produced so;; movement.

In the case of the Lansing Consortium where such evaluation capacity existed,

the YEDPA guidelines influenced the prime sponsor's research agenda. - Prior to

.

‘ 156




3 . n- s - | |
e |

the implementation of YEDPA, no previous knowledge development or evaluation

~

experiments had been conducted with area youth programs. YEDPA led Jo a

‘mlxed Income exper iment and other lnqulqles, too. vwnere the” capacity either,

did not exist or could not be‘bnoudhtvto bear, 1978 seemed to evoke some

tdeas that are being porsued in 1979. In Detroit, where proposals were pre-

viously vague, the City by the tlme'of its 1979 YEDPA plans had joined with \\\‘

o~

selected contractors,gand planned to test theJhypothesns that ''the particular

problems of urban youth can be more effectively addressed by using the account-

abil'i fiy-oriented management techniques of a business organization to desngn

and dévelop an alterhative edocational system rather than the traditional

. school s&stem." The Muskegon Consortidm hed designed a knowledge,deve{opment
experiment. that was abandoned when the intermediate school disE[iSt withdrew
from YED#A; and had then administered a series of attitudeSend achievement
tests on lds youths. Building on these firsl sted&, it is now aggregating
and analyzing its findings, end'ln l979 has added a cbntrol group in order to
measure more accurately the likely impact of -the programs themseives. ‘

Jhe evolution of knowledge development in .the Grand Rapids Consortidm

suggests that while progress is unPikely to be dramatic, in the long run it
may oe significant. Confronted with the confusion caused by the concept of
knowl edge development in the'1978‘administratlve guidel ines, GRAETC responded
with a twelve-page menorandum which it mailed to a)l contractors. After
tracing the legislative hlstor§ of YEDPA, defining knowledge development, and
providing examples of activities that might be implemented, it asked each
contractor to ldentlfy at least one knowledge development activity that could
be Incorporated as a modest expe:iment along with their primary YEDPA con-
cerns. Because of tne small size and labor intensive nature of the YCCIP grant,

however, it indicated in its first year YCCIP Annual Report that it had placed

2 )
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more emphasis on such activities in YETP than,in YCCIP. Contractors responded

in four out of five cases with commitments to implement knowledge developmenf
A ¢

experiments between June and September.’$GRAETC chose to rely on self-evalua-

tion of the experimental outcomes by the contractors themselves, partly because

the Consortium has had little experience.with project evaluation and bartly

N .
because such self-evaluation would be less threatening to the contractors.

”

Consort{um staffers were $omewhat d}sappolhted with the limited follow-up

.

on this gonmitment. They found that the contractors had often faile& to im-
plement activities)-needed more objective means for evaluating their hypothe=-
ses, had generally not \produced particularly innévat}ve activities, and had
difficulty }mplementing projects that involved a small number of participants.
The Consortium then called a peeting of its contractbﬁa_6n November 1, shared
these findings, and encouraged the agencies to ;epeat their experiments but to
formulate them in a more useful‘manner'and'to work more closely with the Con-
sortium staff in carrying them out in 1979. The contractors would ;hen hope-
full;\TEformulate their experiments accordingly. While any positive assessment

¥

of this knowledge development learning Broce;s would be premature, derisive

.

criticism of the limited findings to date would be premature, too.

-~

7. The S:mmer Youth Programs.

The Sdmpmer Program forAEcénomically Disadvantaged Youths (SPEDY)
particularli pleased the YEDPA sz&vlce deliverers because.it held out the
possibility of increasing the number of summer placements for students in the
in-school program. Such participants were identified, and received services
under SPEDY, and «n seve;al juéisdjctlons weré ;hén transferred iqto YETP
when the school year began, thereby assuring continuity of youth services

and worg\experience on a:full-year basis. This process was facilitated in

'

the Lansing Consortium,wherg the summer SPEDY program was delivered by the same

v
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four area school and intermediate school districts responsible for implementing
Y. oo ' :
the 1978 and subsequently the 1979 YETP in-school programs. The Consortium

deéigned SPEDY to be implepented in much ‘the same wav as the career employment

.
o

experience activities ‘in the in=school YETP programs.

In the Grand Rapids Consortium, too, there were extensive links among

~ ’

YCCIP, YETP, and SPEDY, and as in the other Iocations,qjobs, pay rates, and

<

supportive services remafneg'largely unchanged. Since four of the six YEDPA

contractors were also SPEDY contractors, intratitle transfers posed no parti-

cular problems. GRAETC encouraged this kind .of a result by fssuing a single
request for proposals (RFP) for YCCIP, YETP, and SPEDY. The ease of transi-
tioning the YETP youths between the winter and summer programs also proved a

’ .
useful selling poiat to convince reticent contractors, nervous about increas-
) ¢
- .
ing the risk of disallowed costs, to sérve ecqnomically disadvantaged youths

exclusively; qu YETP youths would thSn all.qualify under the more stringent

SPEDY administrative guidelinés. Agreement on this, point largely explains’

~

>why 97 percent of the YETP participants were classified as econom}cally dis~

5

advantaged, and how GRAETC was thus able to meet one of its Cansortium goals.

’ —_ -, ..
Eventual ly, though, this jurisdiction and the others were unabte to transition

as many of the.youths from SPEDY into YETP as they had intended because of the

L)
Fiscal Year 1979 federal funding compiicatiofs. KalamaZoo uti]i;es the samé

~ primary contractor, YOU, for its summer and regﬁlar youth br&rﬁs which sim=

plified the transition process here, too. In the Muskeéon Consortium, coordi-

nation was less evident, as the intermediate schdol district, wh'ile remaining
aloof from the YETP program, continued to run the summer SPEDY program. Some
‘competition for job sites occurred, and the kinds of YETP qual ity components

that some contractors elsewhere were carrying over from.their regular {978

youth programs surfaced less frequently.
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There Is little evidence of any.difference between the job sites used”
during the 1978 SPEDY program and previous years. As a Detroit manpower exe=

cutive explained, ''we had to go with the usuals.'" While there is a limit to-

what can be done with short-term, labor-intensive jobs, though, some contract:

ors felt that they were at leas? linkiﬁg,;he positions to more services than
was previously true. The Grand g:}ids Public Schoo; system.éxpérimented with
a remedial reading program for some of its”youths on a voluntary basis; Kala-
mazoo's YOU.communicated more career information to the out-of—schoolﬂfouths -
than in previous summers; and within the Lansing Consortium, several schools
worked more extensively with career exploratfon and career orientation work-
3 L
shops. But gqounselors and;administrators in the SPEDY proéram were cautious

. . b
in their assessments. A counselor did not want the work experience to take on-

"too much of a school mentalit;:~?3 youths‘who need §omething different from

an extension of school. An executive complained that by February, much of, the

: . : . 0
gain ‘would wash out, because the schools would not follow up with the youths

e

- quickly enough when bad habits reassqrted themsélves. By the time that they

did, it would be too late. Therg were also complaints about the way that

" 13

"SPEDY batches 'em through.' ) )

Certainly the SPEDY enrollments were sizeable, and crei}e something of

.
-« -

what one executive termed ''a nightmare to administer." Kalamazoo enrolled 829

participants, the Muskegon Consortium approximately 1,000, the Grand Rapids ~

‘" Consortium 2,477, and the Lansing Consortium 1,727‘yodths. But the little

data abailable beyopd enrollment and financial figures seemed to suggest that
the participants were deriving some benefits. Two random sample surveys of

v

SPEDY worksites monitored b{ GRAETC found almost all of the youths at a total

.

of 23 locations produétlvely engaged at such places as a clothing center sewing

project, & Health Departmen a park.- YOU indicated in its summer report

30 days f3\§r on why youths terminated from its SPEDY

.
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5rogram, it found that 80 percent ;eturned to school, 3 percent were employed,
and 5 percent were in another mag;ower program; 4 percent were unemployed and
8 percent could not be located. ‘ )

An analysis by the Evaluatlon Unit of the Lansing Consortium yielded some
interesting findings worthy-of further study. The researchers asked whether
the type,of;job performed by a SPEDY participant is dependent on the type of
/ t ag;ncy--schogl government agency; or communlty-based organization--that pro-

vides the worksites for the youth§/ Analysns of the 1 38h Fiscal Year 1978 -
SPEDY workéiqéskgsyea[ed that half of al} participants were placed at a school-
based worksite, 30 percent were placed at an agency, and 2| percent‘;t a CBO..
The high préportion placed at the schools and low proportion identified by the
thO's'took on added significance when the tehdency emerged for'séhool-based
worksites to provide maintenance jobs andiéovernhent/aggnciéé to make avail-
able clerical positions, while the CBO's were most likely to suppiy a variety

¢

of jobs such as. security guard, library aide, lab assistant, and teacher.
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K " PART TWO: ISSUES OF PRIMARY CONCERN IN EVALUATING out ,
' EMPLOYMENT LEGISLAFION LOCALLY =« ‘ \

. The Michigan prime sponsors examined in this study have by and fargé com=
plied Qith the goals andfsubsequent administrative guidelihes articulated
sgrough Y;bPA. The'priorities assigﬁed to various program activities.ané_?g-
ganizational mechanisms, however, differ markedly depending on what is of,
-primary concern to a Qiven locality when the new pr&gram is an;;unced.' YEDPA
is ;hfficiently flexible so tﬁat when prime sponsors viewed it as either nec-
essary or ‘desirable for CETA programs generqlly or,yéuth progr;ms in particu-

lar to move in a particular direction,. they were able to adapt YEDPA, parti-

cularly YETP, accordiﬁg]y. In every case such adaptation was legal and

L )

straightforwand but the result was a series of youth programs that reflected
g-)
not only national priorities but also local adJustments to ddfferlng environ-

.

mental constraints, opportunities, and needs. Those opportunities ipcreased
when the state of Michigan passed its own youth programs, and determined to
channéﬂ its funding too thrOugp the pfime sponsors. . . N .
Shifting environmental concerns create unique contexts within which prime
sponsors, if they recognize the resulting Shoices, can maneuver. Qy 1978,
several of these jurisdictio;s had formulated some pr{orfties on where they
wanted to go, and as CETAvéenerally took on an increasingfy local orgariiza-
tional qharaéte?, YEDPA, while still petforming its primary functions, gettled
— qyite d}fferent]y into the various jur}saictions. To understand how YEDPA
relates tovihese areas, It is necessary té éxamine it within the context of
prime sp&nsor progress generally. . This section begins with a review of state '
\ youth program activisy'and its implications for the priﬁe sponsors. |t then

examines the relation of cooperative assessment, as developed by the Muskegon

Consort ium for YEDPA, to a desire within the Consortium to formulate a CETA-

»
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wide manpower system. The Lansing Consortium’'s move to solidify and extend™~

its LEA agreements reflects a long-standing priority within that jurisdiction,

- ‘ - €

P4
previously pursued on a somewhat different and smaller scale, to facilitate
a closer linkage f{E:;ouths between manpower and education. The widespread

and numerous initiatives in DetgLif to involve® the prlv%te sector, schools, 5
N~ .
unions, and the prime sponsor jointly in youth planning and programming has
. . .
alr;ady achieved an impact on YETP and YCCIP, and seems Yikely to shape it T

»

even more in the future. In Kalamazoo, the prime sponsor is a private nonpro-

fit agency which has become well known nationally for the systems approach

Al

N that it has brought to CETA. In coping with YEDPA, the«Upjohn Institute for
Employment Research assigned a high priority\?h\develobing an effective youth .
. . ] N . .

$ystem as an i%tegral part of the solution.’ R
1.. The Emergence of New Youth Employmen; Programs at the State Level: . »
The Case’ of Michigan,

No study of the implementation of. the Youth\EmpJoyment and Demonstra-

. tion Projgpts Act of 1977.-(YEDPA) in Michigan'would be complete without citing .

¢
.

. . ) . «
progressive and complementary steps by the state's governor and legisliature’

/ to enact laws similar to YEDPA.

Recdognition of the problem“posed'by youth unemployment ;fs accompanied by

~

particularly vigorous statements by Michigan's elected &¥ficials and their
« 9

allies. According to the Youth Task Force created by Speaker of the House

of RePresentatives Bobby D. Criml "“The problem of youth unemployment is so
massive in Michigan, in fact, that .both sgate.and federal programs, even the
‘most recent, barely make a dent and principally only serve to prevent the
.problem from becomiﬂg worse.”I The state's chief executive publicly endorsed //u
s

youth employment appropriations in his "State of the State' message in early

]”Preliminary Report of the Youth Employment Task Force,'' Michigan Speaker
of the"House of Representatives, Lansing, February 16, 1978, .
. .

-
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1977. Governor William Milliked, in establlsning'yOuth employment as a prior-
ity for his administration; observed- that "'"No matter how well ourSystem may

’ A v - - ' ’ ‘ R
function in other respects,.we fall in our responsibilities if we do not meet
the ngeds of our young people, and particularly their desire to obtain suit-
able employment.'" Reflecting the somber tone conveyed by’ the governor and the
legislature, Patrick Babcock, Director of the Michigan Department of Labor,
expressed frank and unvarnished concern:

» We must accept the—fact that many.types of remedial employ~

ment services do not, for the most part, enable our youth to !
~. become truly employable | am concerned by cautious admin-d

stration.and less than total commitment to solving our nation's f
youth employment crisis. The system has attended to each

political isis, but the problem is still with us. The sys=,
“tem has‘pﬁgduced a bureaucratic paradise, but few solutions.

~.

Babcock then proceeded to spell out, in broad terms reminiscent of the U.S.

Department of Labor s 'Planning ELarter for the Youth Employment and Demonstra-

tion Projects Act," his own prescription for solving the problems of unemploy-
%

ment and underemployment among Michigan's yOung,people
P s

) Y0uth Empléyment Programs Avanlable in Michigan. Before the legislative ' ™

flurry of youth programmlng activity which began |n Lansing in the spring of
1977, there were a number of state and federal programs already in operation.

The Summer Program for Economlcally DTsadvantaged Youth (SPEDY), funded under

-

T|tle 11 of the Comprehensive Employment and Tralnlng Act (CETA), brought

approxlmately $26 mllllon lnto the state in 1977.  The Job Corps, also a com-

[

ponent of CETA, maintained a center at one site in the state. The Youth Con-

servation Corps, administered by the Michigan Department of Labor, ¢feated

‘e
)

prOJects that were'Supervnsed by the State Department of Natural Resources

“LABOReglster,'l Bureau of Community Servnces, Mlchlgan Department of"

“inally, a Department of Highways and Transportat|0n program, funded at $950,000 1
Labor, March, 1978, page 59, ‘
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in 1977, provided summer jobs to youths.

The State of Michigan authorized three new programs, however, as a conse-

fquence of the‘rapidlysexpanding national’ awareness of the magnitude and impii-

cations of joblessness among }oung people who, under normal &irgumstances, ’

©

should have been completing high school, ‘entering college, or entering the

’

world of work. These three state youth init;etives were (1) Michigan Summer
] .

~

Jobs, 1977; (2) The Michigan Employment Program; and (3) The Michigan Youth

Employment Clearinghouse. . - Lo
& . .

" Michigan Summer Jobs, 1977. Governor -Milliken proposed a permanent $10

million youth emptoymeilt proéram in his- State of the State Message in early
1977. His proposal entailed training approximately 2,500 youths between the
ages of'fifteen and twenty-one to install winterization materials and insula-
tion in the homes of low= income persons An intere;t%yg feature was that thé
program requlred that some of theyouth partncnpants be juvenile offenders

The governor's proposed*§9.25 million program was intnoduced |dio the

[

House.of Representatives in the spring of 1977 and passed=ﬂith little contro-
versy. At approximately the same time,‘however, State Senator Kerry Kammet “
introduced a different $ld7§illion youth employment prograﬁ in the Senate.
Hi's bill, eopélarly known as the Work Opportunities Resourcee Corps. (WORC)

bill, called for the creation of 6,000 jobs for youths between the ages of

-

fifteen and-twenty-ore. As originally proposed, youths would work in park

@

¢leanup, river beautification, erosion control, wildlife and habitat manage-
ment, lake mapping, campsite construction and . trail &evelopment.
. While both bi]]§.progressed through.the legislative mill in May and June,

&
it became increasirfgly eVident that politicaj lines were being drawn between
the bll} supported by the governor (the Kehres bill) and»tﬁe Kammer bill. The
director of ‘the Mlchlgan-Uepartment of Labor criticized the Kammer bill as

providing 0n|y dead;end jobs. Democrats responded by rnd:cul:ng Milliken's

. 5 . . @

.
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[
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‘proposal to, as they put it, ''send felons into private homes to work."
On June 29, }977, the parties reached a compromi'se that reduced the.

Kammer WORC bill to &5 million and 3,000 jobs and the‘Kehres bill to $5.2

million and 1,100 jobs. The Kdmmer bill was to be administered by the Michi-

gan Department of Natural Resources, with a significant porfion of funds
going to units of Iocél government. No'income.eligibility requirements were
required for enrallment in WORC. The Michigan‘?mpﬁoyment g;ij;::; Commission
"handled recruitment and enrollment. The Kehres bill. was to be administered
by the Bureau of Community Services of the Michigan Department of Labor, with
most of the funding for insulation anod weatherization activities going to

community action agencies (CAA's). Unlike the WORC program, the insulation

» and weatherization program emphasized enrollment of youths from poor families.

v

Two economically disadvantaged youths were to be hired for every one adjudi-

»

cated youth. .
\ .Unfortunately, however, the process of reaching compromise bétween the
. two youth bills seriously delayed ﬁinal enactment. By the tim; the governor
hadsigned the‘two bills, many needy youths had already been out of school
a‘__gnd jobless %dr a month. it then took approximatel; three weeks for the two\
state depqrtmengs to begin implementatiggj follow;d by an additional two or
* three weeks for 46ca[ implementation. The.first youth was hired on July/QSth,
but.most did not begin work until the first_or second week of August. For
these two ten-week'éummer'programsl th;B, léte sta(t-up was a serious probiem.
State ;dministratéﬁs,algo complained about the.ppor quality of tgf grant
'applicatiops resulting ;Lom the pressure.to get WORC and the insulgtion and

weatherization program off the ground. Local administrators, on the other

) ;gnd, complained about inadequate time for planning or for training supervisors.

3“Macomb Daily,'t June 10, 1978.

°
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Time constraints also severely limited their ability to match the job with
the youth. Members of the legislature, taking their turn, complained because
state administra£ors had not begun to ''gear up' as soon as it was obvious
that the two bills would pass.

lronically, one of the few ''positive' conclusions reached by the agency
that evalﬁated the implementation of the two'1977 summer programs was that »
the rush had increased the ability of state and local adﬁfnistrators to pro-
duce under hurried conditiops.h The ev;luators apparentl& did not ask whether
there was any merit in being compelled to hurry a program into operation.

Both summer programs expired on September 30, 1977. The Michigan'Depart-
ment of Labor reported that 5,437 youthf/;mre enrolled by the twenty-seven
community action agencies participating in the insulation and wéatherization
program. The Department of Natural Resources indicated that 3,728 youths
were enrolley in its WORC program. Since both summer programs had been pro-
posed and enacted as‘permanent programs, they were implemented again in the
summer of 1978. Infoémation about their outcome .i® not presently available.

N
The ﬁichigan Employment Program. The Michigan Employment Program (MEP)

¢

was enacted by tHe legislature in October, 1977, and $10 milkion was subse-
quently appropriated to the program. The program is distinctive becau;e it,
complements the State's summer youth programs by providing a year-round emplay-
ment and fraining‘program. MEP's purpose a}so differs from past programs
funded By‘the State. _Using a flexible approach to pr@bram choF;;s, the Act:

is intended to place people from Low-income families in j9bs in the priv;te
sector, ‘In thig’case "low-income" is deé?ned as an; family's income yhiéh

does not exceed 125% of thé'poverty level established by the fgderal Of fice of

b“The 1977 Michigan Summer Youth Employment Programs: A Report on Imple-
mentation Issues,x Michigan Association of Children's /Agencies, 1977, page 7.

LANEN
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Management and Budget. The program's ultimate goal was to place 4,500 enrol-

v lees in unsubsidized jobs in the private sector by the end of 1978.
. I 4

Although the MEP Act and its subsequent administrative guidelines did not
identify specific age groups to be served, the Michigan Office of Management

and Budget added four program-related policies after appropriations were al-

¢

A located:
I'4

--Young people should receive special consideration. It was decided
that the inordinately high unemployment rate of youths between the
ages of sixteen and twenty-four warranted such an emphasis.

--Those most in need of services should be given preference. The rela-
tively high unempioyment rate of certain population groups required
special attention. .

--The youths and other significant segments should be placed in jobs
that were new. Under no circumstances should they displace existing
workers.

--Participants should be put in relatively high paying jobs.

,Additional]y; MEP emphasized the importance of school retention or return to
school for dropouts. Thus, while youths were not initially singled out as the
target group for MEP, they became its primary bgneficiaries:

MER:stressed the importance of placing youths in jobs that provide some
career orientation. To that end, Section 39(g) of Michigan Public Act 100,
whicH appropriated MEP's funds, stated that ''Provision shall be made to pro-
vide employment opportun}xies in the private~sector that have the potential

. for productive and meaningful care;r opportunities commensurat; with individ-
ual skill development.! ‘ .

. A number of similarities begbééh MEP and YEDPA are apparent. !ndeed,

\

$256,621 of YEDPA money granted to the State of Michigan was used to fund:

the salaries of thenine staff membérs responsible for planning, monitoring

»

and administering MEP. What distinquishes MEP from its federal counterpart

is"its programmatic flexibility. While on-the-job training is a focal point,

168
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the State'siguidelines for that traininé are simpler. Another signficant
£y
example of programmatic flexibility is the large portion of MER funds used

to place the applicants directly in jobs with private for-profit businesses,
a feature which many Michigan CETA prime sponsors envy.

~“Implementation of MEP began in January, 1978. Although the first con-
tract became effective in December, most of the first stage contracts were

executed between January 3 and April 3. MEP was implemented in four stages

which include some intriguing variations in proéram design:

-~MEP |: Contracts totalling approximately $1.5 million were signed
with eleven community action agencies throughout the upper and lower
peninsulas. The goal of the first stage was to provide employment
and training services to approximately 325 persons and then place them
in private sector jobs. The program actually served 590 persons, of
whom 83 percent were under the age of twenty-one. Females constituted
40 percent of those enrolled. A very high percentage, 86 percent,
were classified as economically disadvantaged, and 88 percent were
unemployed at the time of enrollment. .

-~MEP Il: The Michigan Department of Labor executed 17 contracts di-
rectly with private for-profiit employers to provide jobs. Seventy
percent of the participants were under the age of 21. These contract-
ors included Chrysler Learning, Inc., Champion Billiards, Inc., Commun=
ity National Bank of Pontiac, Perry DrugéSqores, Burger King, and

“Ultra Carbon Corporation. On-the-job~training was a program activity
in all seventeen contracts, and classroom-training was a feature in
five of them. A total of 320 persons were eventually enrolled under
MEP |l at a to?t of approximately $868,00Q. )

®  «~MEP II1I: Thi; sgage of MEP was similar to MEP |1, except that the
Department of Labor did not become directly involved,in outreach,
intake, or participant selection. Those activities were contracted
to third parties, who then turned the applicants over to private sector
employers for OJT and classroom training. MEP |1l was a $2 million
program designed to enroll, 1,200 people. Examples of such private .
sector employers were Sun ite Auto Reconditioning, All-Carpet Care,
Grandview Duplication, Tito's Donuts, and Horizon Engineering. Sixty-
six percent of the MEP Il participants were under the age of twenty-
one. )

-3

-

-=MEP IV: This stage came into operation in June, 1978, and all of the
twenty-seven contracts were scheduled to terminate at the end of the
calendar year. MEP IV contractors are employment and training agencies
such as the Kent Community Action Program, Kandu Industries, Jackson
County Departmentaof Social Services, and the Inter-Tribal Council of

’

) .

3 r
.
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Michigan. . MEP IV was designed to be a $5.3 million component which
would create approximately 2,900 jobs. An interesting feature of
MEP IV is that it permits up to 100 percent reimbursement for the wages
of participants in on=the-job-training. Like MEP Ill, MEP IV frees
the Michigan Department of Labor from the responsibility of finding
employers and screening program applicants.
As of September, 1978, slightly more than 80 percent of the $10 million
MEP program had been obligated, and it was anticipated that the entire appro-
priation would be obligated by the end of the fiscal year. An evaluation
of the program is scheduled for release by mid-December. The Michigan legis-
lature has allocated $2.5 million for MEP in Fiscal Year i979, but it appears
that much of the urgency Michigan's political Yeaders felt in early 1977 has
s

eased.

The Michigan Youth Employment Clearinghouse. The Youth Employment Task

Force was created by Michigan's Speaker of the House Bobby D. Crim in May,

P Y

1977. Its membership included representatives:from the legislative and execu-

tive branches, academia, organized labor and private citizen groups. The

task force met for ten months, examined thz/nature and scope of the problem

of youth unemployment in Michigan, and then°produced two legislative proposals.

7L .. . : .
fﬁe first proposal, which became law in September, 1978, was.for a clearing-

»

house of information about fedéra], state and local employment programs. Fund-
ing for the clearinghouse evéntually consisted of.$2]l,000 drawn from YEDPA.
The second proposal not yet enacﬁed, was for a $20 million school completion
and work experiepce program. |

When the Task Forie proposed the activation of a clearinghouse, it iden-
t{f%ed five problems that warrantgd corréction: (1) Absencé of in-depth impact
evalugtion criteria; (2) ﬂinima] cooperation_and coordination among the feder-
al, state and local public and private agencies involved with youth employment;

(3) Absence of shared information about successful youth programs; (4) Lack of

N,
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systeW?tic accountabil'ity and legislative involvement with the more than $108
million in feder?l youth funds‘entering Michigap; and (5) Lack of sufficient
effort to coordi;ate the State's role as a permapent partner with the federal
government in youth employment programs. .

- The taskkforce noted that as a result of théSe problems, current programs
remained shrouded in mystery, Eepeated each other's mistakes, failed to serve
some youths, and wasted taxpayers' doﬁlars. .

\
« As finally enacted, the Michigan Youth Employment Clearinghouse will
2

operate within the Michigan Department of Labor. It will:g;Llect data on un-
& .

employment among people from 14 to 23 years, evaluate youth employment pro-
grams, and recommend ways to provide jobs to young people in Michigan. The

clearinghouse is scheduled to begin operation early in 1979. h

The Failure of Federal and State Youth Employment Programs to Coord}nate.
Coordinaéion.aﬁa cooperation among units of government are elusive ideals. They
remain ideals partially because of the amount of energy that must be continu-
ously expended to make them realifies, and partially’because of territorial
boundaries governments impose on themselves and others. The early months of

1977, though, provided an’ unusual opportunity for cooperation between the fed-
' - NS

eral and state governments in programming for youth employment. Yet, in the

»

experience of one staff member of:a CETA prime sponsor which received apprbxi-
mately $3 million in federal youth employment funds that year, attempts to coor-
dinate federal with state funds th;t were becoming available for almost identi-
cal purposes were minimal. ‘When)Kent Commun ity Action Pragram in GrandyRapids
received a MEP | grant for $276,875, the agency dia coordinate ;ervices under

that grant with similar services it was providing under two federal YEDPA

grants. Staff of the operating agency, the CETA primé‘sponsor, and the Michigan

Departmentmof Labor worked together to develop ?jérocess for assuring that

Y

«
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youths enrolled under the more liberal income guidelines of the gtate grant
would not later be deemed ineligible under the more restrictive federal income
guidelines. Thaf’example of cogberation‘is an isolated one, however, and was
totally depéndent on the willingness of éll'the parties to work together.
Needed instead are a set of provisions £hét would, initially at least, compel
parties to meet periodically to discuss such substantive issues as who should
be served, where in the state they should be served, what kinds of services
are most needed, and how such administrative barriers as conflicting federal
and state guidelines can be overcome. |

Too Little, Too Lates Efforts to implement federal and state youth

)

employment programs demonstrated that the two levels of government also erect-

ed a common barrier to effective programming; insufficient time. The state
summer emp]byment}programs in 1977 were plagued by late start-up, inadequate
timelfor planning, and general failure to recognize that ina;;auate lead time
for ;tate and local bureaucracies would, of necessity, delay the employment
of youths virtua]ﬁy until the eﬁd of the summer when most participants would
return to school. Every CETA prime Spoﬁgor has, at one time or another,
experiquéd-these same problems of delayed legislation, unrealistic grahd
deadlines, demandg for rapid Etart-up from thé funding source, and jnevitable
underenrol Iment and underexpenditure of allotted funds. Despite annual exhor-
tations to avoid a re;;Eition of last year's mistakes, the legislative and
executive brén%bes of federal a;d state governments still cahnot seem to come

to grips with the simple but fundamental need for sufficient time to facilitate

RSN
. . &
rational planning procedures. The problems experien;;E=3y Michigan in imple-

= X

menting its youth emplpyment programs are thus to some extent a microcosm of

. 4
those experienéed at the federal level by YEDPA.

~ . .
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First Steps in Coordinating Michigan and National Youth Employment Pro-

gtams. The Michigah Youth Employment flearingh0use may herald the beginning

of change in cooperation between levels of government in the area of youth

employment. Improvements in thf/?erent fragmented situation may come about

if it can widely disseminate current and reliable information about existing:
and pending federal, state and local programs; if it can propose specific

and achievable areas of potﬁrtial coopération; and if it can exert the per-
sistent energy required ta draw fgnding sources, operating agencies and youths
together to convince them-that cooperation is in their self-interest.

No single effort, howgver, can guarantee success. OPher steps must be
tsken. 0ng”5uch recent innovation by the Michigan Department of Labor de-
serves rec??ﬁition. The.Department is requiripg every applicant for Fiscal
Year 1979 MEP funds and every applicant for Special Governor's<g}ant funds
Aunder YEDPA to obtain written acknowledgement from the appropriate CETA prime
sponsor that the agency is applying for these monies. The signe&_acknowledg-
ment form must accompany the applicant's proposals to Lansing. Applicants
must simultaneously provide a copy of their proposals to the CETA p;ime spon=
sor. The prime 'sponsor may then choose to evaluate an applicant's prop;sal,
using a form deQeloped by the Micﬁigan Departmené of Labor, and that evalua-
tionm;y:be incorporated by the State in reaching its funding decisions. For

- e
the first time, prime sponsors will then know the names of applicants for

-
* .

other youth emp%g?ment funds in their geographical jurisdictions. |If infor-
mation is a key to federal-state cooperation in youth employment<Erograms,
the recent innovations just described may unlock at least one door.

2. Cooperative Assessment and the Quest for an Overall Manpower System:
The Case of the Muskegon Consortium

The Muskegon/Oceana Consortium has been moving towards the goal of a

central cooperative assessment for a number qf years. This movement was,’ in
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part, an answer to the Federal and State emphasis on the need'for increased
iink;ges and intergovernmental coordination and in part an effort to organize
the Title | agencies into a comprehensive system. ﬁpr the Muskegon/Oceana
Coﬁsortihm, this move has been a long h;rd process, replete with many politi=
cal battles with the state of Michigan and the Federal government, which
wanted the ﬁichigan Employment Security Commission (MESC) to serve as spch a
* focal point, aHd with the competing subgrantees who were holdovers fromrthe
categorical grant programs of the sixties and claim that such cenlralization

.

is an infringement on their rightful territory.

Centralizing the ''Front-end' of the S}stem. Until 1978, each subgrantee

?ﬁnded undeé Title | CETA 'had its owﬁ informal assessment process. Only occa-
sionally were standard, formal tests utilized. A potential participant would
enter the office of any Title | subgrantee, and would receive an assessment on
the premises. The participant would usually ;e given w%atever services that -
particular subgrantee had to offer. Because of this persi;ting tqndeﬁky for
each prograﬁ to aqf as a self-contained entity, participénts were Hérely refer-
red to another subgrantee where a particular need might better be served.

This ineffective an inefficient system was challenged in 1978 when the.
Muskegon/Oceana Consortiumy\séting on its "intergovernmental coordinatipn and
linkages'! mandate, began.to centralize the system's components. The Muskegon/
Oceana Prime Sponsor .chose as a first step in developing CEtk‘into a comprehen=-
sive Eystem in Muskegon.to centralize the “Front-?nd,” or assessment process,
of the newly developing comprehensive system. The mogt dramatic issue raised
by this policy centered around the quedtion of which agehcy would serve as the
focal point for intake. The Consottium choseﬂto house the assessment process
in the Opportunities Industrializ;tion Center (0IC).

°

In 1978, the front-end of the comprehensive Title | system was thus put

P <
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into place with the creation of the centralized pre=service assessment, and .

combined withy the development of the ''case conference.'' After assessment and
» »

certificatlon, pérticipants are fhus feferred to one of the subgrantees as a
{esult of a weekly conference attendqg by all agencies active in.fitle I,
Agencies tend to participate through altruism, self-interest, and the expert's
drive to communicate information into the system. In 1928, then, control - ¥
was gained over the front-end of the CETA Title | system by centralizing the

assessment process and then by coordinating how participants are referred to

the individual subgrantees.’

o

. -
Hitching the Middle and End to the Front df the System. In 13979, the

CETA Title | system will become even more comprehensive with the institution

of "facilitators' and the addition of a ''job placement conference.'' All sub-

&

1

grantees will again participate in a job placement «conference--a mechanism
€hroﬁgh which all participants shall be discussed on a case by case basis and
then referred out of the CETA system. '

The facilitators, employees %f the Consortium itself, deal mainly with

the middle of the Title | systep by monitoring and assisting in the movement

of participants through the components of the CETA Title | system. In 1979,

then, the Title | system will become mor% comprehensive: just as the front-

-

end has already been central'ized, so the middle will then be monitored through

© »

the facilitators, and the end coordinated through the job placement conference.

!

This trend is expected to continue with the eventual introduction of a post-

test assessment for the purpose of quality control. Programs that prove more
effective in the testing of clients are then supposed to fare better in sb-

* ‘ w
sequent funding competition. Not surprisingly, the driving force behind these

»
consolidation efforts has been the executive leadership of the prime sponsor.

The cooperative-assessment system was Seen as the lynchpin to the implementa~

.
~
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tion of that system. ‘ t

Emulating the Title | System in Title Ill. "Since the Department of

Employment and Training (DET) was.primarily concerned with centralizing its

~

overall manpower system in 1978, it is not surprising that in its plan DET

patterned its Title |l priorities after Title |, and focused here too an

program implementation rather than policy innovation. Cooperative assessment

b “
again was used to ''line up the ducks." It was also utiljzed to create a pool
.o ) #
of youth from which the Title Ill subgrantees could draw tngir clients.

The original Title |1l plan called for the creation of a series of spec-
jalized subgrantees to which .youth would travel to receive services. Such a
system would eliminate duplicatibﬁ of effort and streamlihe the delivery of .
services. DET would create Title |l system from the start, and thereby eli-
minate the inevitable problems that occur at a later point in tjme when inde-
pendent aggncies are compelled to surrender autonomy toybrgng about the advan-

tages of- a ceptralized system. The problems associated with this approach

. a

killed it from its inception.* Youths are not as mobile as adults which made

it difficult to travel to the various components. And since a wealth of

’

assessment data already existed on youths from the State of Michigan and from

-

P

local educational agencies, launching a new centralized intake process would
yield fewer advantages. The alternative was then explored of bringing a com-

. prehensive system to the non-mobile clients. This would be done by housing

o

the entire Title |11 system in the intermediate school system. The Muskegon

« Area Intermediate School District (MAISD) had its own overall procedures and

’

for a long time had handled youth employment gnd trainjng through its Title |

in-school prdgrams. After protracted negotiations MAISD and DET found them-

selves gpablé to mesh their two éystems, and in February 1978 di&cussions
broke down. . DET managed to line up some schools to run the Title |Il program,

s

-
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but now djid not have an,overall. plan.

Gaining Manpower Access to the Schools through Sympathetic Educators. .

~

During that spring, however, DET took several steps that enabled it to coor-
. dinate more smoothly with its LEA's. Closer linkages were established with

those groups within.the schools who are accotded more flexibility in dealing
o .

wi th disadvantaged youths--Adult Education, Alternatlve Education, and coun-
§
selors worklng with the population defined in YEDPA Channel ihg resources

through these groups proved mutually beneficial, since they lacked sufficient

resources to reach out into the community effectively. Furthermore, Adult

-

Education and Altérnative Education staffers have argued for years that the
traditional school system is not effective in meeting the needs of the Title

111 population and that education for these peopie needs to be directly re-

lated to the real world of work. The interests of these‘groups‘aﬁd/;ET thus

- @

meshed neatly on how the Title |l resources should be allocated. The school

bureaucracy is not designed primarily for under or over achievers, regardless

—~—

of their problems. Consequently, every under or over achiever that exists

Yis a fallure of the system to many. of the counselors; such failures attack

N

the counselors pﬁrsonally and professuonal ecause they cannot adequately A

serve this cQnstituency. Title III gave them an opportunity to turn these

.
)

faflures into successes ‘
Cooperative Assessment--First Step Toward a Title 11l System? Assgﬁé;ent~

then became-a useful tool to assess the abilities, achievements, and future
>

goals of potential participants. DET implemented assessment a pre- and

post-test basis to measure improvement as well as to institute/quality, control.
The Hartman and Rokeach value survey instruments.were Inst#tuted to gain a - » 0,'

closer view of the deffned population. Monthly participant eval tions and 'b

supervisor evaluations were also begun after several months.

Q ) y | 1 7’71 . \ ,
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Despite these formal and informal adjustments, the Opportunities Idﬁus-

’

. - “ - R P
trialization Center (0IC) still serves as «gfe assegfment center. The schools

. . ,
remain restless over this érrgngement, steenit is difficult to move the youths

out of school for” two or three hours of aé@essment, especially when testing

materials are available on site. In.addition, the s¢hools point out that they

have access to professional test givers and feel that they are :in a better

position to administer such work in what they regard as a properly 063?7511:;;

¢

atmosphere. The quest for a comprehensive manpower system thus resjdes inja

»
. ~ o~

state of ungasy equilibrium, but DET with one year of YEDPA under its belt

. .o 5
is re-evaluating coopenative assessment in light of aréene(hllz\successful -

1978 experlence with Title /}I !

3. Manpower Moves to Develop and Extend Local Educational Agreements:
The Case of 'the Lansing Tri-County Regional Manpower Consortium.

G

Early Lansing Consor tium Linkages with Local Educationa} Agencies (LEA‘s).

In~school youth employ@gnz-prbgram; were initidlly establishey in the,Lgnsing
Tri-County Region prior to the enactment of the Comprirensive Embloyment and
Training Act (CéTA) of"197 . These in}ti;l pr;;>§ms were funded through the )
Office of Economlc Opportuni ty (OEO) dnd estabkished as paft of the area

1

Nenghborhood Youth Corps (NYC) programs. Implementation of these N!ﬁﬂln school
programs in the Region was the requpsubnljty’bfathe Lansj ng Schooi‘Diétrhet
and thus Prqwidéd early linkages in‘the Region between federally ?hndeq youth
employment programmlng and LEA's,

With the‘enactment of CETA, the NYC programs were dissdlved in F63197h
f

A framework had been estdblished; however, for implementing |n-sghool youth

! /

_employment programs through LEA's, é?d'consequently the Consortium-decided to
<

°

contlnue these ‘programs under the CETA. .prime sponsor structure in FY. 1975

The new program was establnshed under Title | of CETA and'talled fé\\Youth '

4

.Employment Ass?Stance Program (YEAP). The plrpose, fontént.and |mplemsntat|oﬁ\
\ . ' Pk,

)
~ °
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' structure of the new YEAP remained-simitar to the old NYC programs. YEAP was
* established as a Title | work experience program providing income maintenance
o primarily-economically disadvantaged youth so that;they would remain ‘in

>

" school: For reasons of administrative and fiscal~feasibility.the program
b ] ¢

continued to be centrally administered for.the entire Tri-Caunty Region by |
. : M . ,//( ! ‘ ) -
R the Lansing School District. Funding for/the program has remained between

“$260,b90 and $300,000 andiapproxlmately 400 to SOQ_ln-schoolgyouth have been

" derved in each year Q€ program opera.tion. between FY 1975 and FY 197%.

[ . e

New Youth Programming’Under the Youth Embioyment and Demonatrgtlon Pro-

jects Act (YEDPA) of 1977 With the passage of the YEDPA in l977: a wide

1
range of new youth program ‘alternatives were established under Title 11! of

- r

CETA. The most pertlnent of these new programs to local "LEA in-schdd! program=
»

o

fmingawas the Youtthmploymentfand ?ré%ding Program (YETP). One speCIal man=

°

. date, of the'new legislation significantly involved local LEA's in CETA youth

.

; .
programming. Thjs was the requirement that prime spansors earmark no less

-

« .. than 22 percent afy their .YETP funds for programs developed cooperatlvely.with\

N 1

' LEA's ‘for in- school youth. " .

- -

kn addltldﬁ?}o th|s fundlng mandate, another special requirement of YETP

s T was partlcularly |nterest|ng tonarea LEA's, namely, an emphasniaon providing

.
.

mare extenslve act;vntles and. serV|ces for addressnng the total employment
o

-

needs oﬁ youth. For |n-schooJ youth these needs were. tq be addressed through’:

! 4,

a newl%.created program concept desngned specifically for YETP in- school pro-
. LR 44

grams. Thls unlque YETP coqceptéwas career employment experience, or career-

oriented work experlence coupled wnnh transntlon services, whlch, at a minimum,

|ncluded caregr information, counseling and gundance, and placement services.

L

-l . Before ‘the .enactment of YEDRA, the Cod%ortlum and the Lansnng School Dlstrlct

€ -

were~inter<§£ed in lncprporatlng concépts similar to those intrpduced in YETP
. ‘. - . MUCIN . .

LU . -

4
PL
Y
¥
.

co
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A -

~ into the Title | Youth Employment Assistance Program (YEAP). Resource 1imi-

. ty ’ . . . .
tations and the more urgent short-run need to provide an income maintenance

“txpegof Wérk experience program ag an incentive to keep disadvantaged youth
s . .
in schooh, however,‘prevented the impiementation Pf'thege concepts. °

‘Because prior consigeratipn had been given to the incoFbgration of career-
related work ?§peniencq into area youth programs, the Consortium and local
LEA's readily adapted to the concepts contained in YETP in-school programs.
‘fh; YETP sgeblemental funding and YEAP strudture likewise progiqed the oppor- -
tunity tq in£roduce these ‘concepts into area in-school youth empioyment pro-
grams. Approximately 77 percent of’the'Consortium's $613,349 YETP allocation
was allocatéd to LEA's. The only activity chosen tQ be operated under-the -
in-school .YETP was career employment experi:;ce. The major emphasis of YEAP
remained work experience for the pugﬁbse of youth income maintenance; the new
emphasis of YETP was to provide career-related work experience and employment
services For.the purpose of improving youth skills and furthering career

development.

Decentral ization of In-School Youth Programs. The supplemental funding

-received for YETR not only provided the Consortium with the opporfunity to
enhance the range and quality éf’employment and training programs for youth,
but also to decentralize implementation of youth programs from what previously | .
had been a‘ceﬁtrélly administered Lansing Schoql Diftrict YEAP. The possibil-
,;ty Eﬁ/Sanrftely administered school district youth'programs in the Reéion
x was discussed at the inception of CETA for the' Title | YEAP. Such IPcaI'Je-

. centralization was determined not to be feasible, however, because of the

- . ’ .

limited funds available and the consequently limited.administrative eapacity .

of the individual districts. In FY [978 the YETP supplemental funding alloca-

. & .
tion for in-school programs was based, therefore, on the desire to provide ©

’ .
s - . ' : 1
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sufficient funds to the major area school districts so that intschool youth
'programs could be adminiétered separately in each county in the Region and

the City of Lansing. Funding allocations for are; jurisdictions were based on
the Consortium's Residential Distr'ibution Index (rRD1), and seaarate in-school
youth programs were established by the Clinton, Eaton and Ingham County inter-
Aediate School Districts and Lansing Schoo!l District for implementing both

Title | YEAP and Title |11 YETP,
b

In=Schoo! Youth Program:Planning. LEA's were integrally involted &n

arga youth program planning, particularly YETP in-school program‘planning

«  through their representation on the Consortium Youth Ptanning Council (YPC)

~

establjshed in the latter ;art of 1977 for the purpose of youth program review ’
and comment and through- the Consortium decision to allocate the 5 percent
planﬁing rangtpénnitted under YETP to LEA pr;gram deliverers instead of prime
sponsor staff or other delivery agents. This total plannihg grant alloéatién
?;/§§9,580, appropriated aSOUt three months prior to‘the January 1978 YETP

1mplementat|on, was seen to be essential for devising the type of in-school

N

+  youth program delivery system ‘envisioned by the Consortium. The 4%A's respon-

b

sible for individually developing their YETP in-school program were allowed %
V 4

Flexibility in the use of theié planning allocation®, and all chose to hire

planning, and consequentlijpﬁerational, staff prior to program implementation.
. e . o )

Some LEA's additianally chose to aklow their new staff. to take advantage of
vET? technical training opportunities in the months prior to actual program .
., operations. All area LEA's involved in -in-school youth®program planning used

‘their planning granté for YETP plan research and development and Consortium
.. . . a4
Request for Proposa] (RFP) completion. Two%additional products of this YETP -
\ °
in~school program\plannlng phase were the preparation of a Gommunlty Resource

v
E

Inventoryof area youth programs by all area LﬁA program dellverers, and the
C o .
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Y
development of a .10 percent mixed-income knowledge development experiment by

the Lansing School District.

<

YETP in SchooI‘Program Implementation: The LEA Agreements. The 77 per-
. ¢

a

. - .
cent appropriation of YETP funds to tge Lansing School District and the Clinton,

Eaton and Ingham Intermediate School Districts was allocated tbrodgh'financial

¢ [

LEA agreements. No significant difficulties were encountered in using the

standard Consortium contractual format as the basis for the developmenf of

- . e

. these LEA agreements. The final LEA agreements were similar for all program

¢ .

deliverers, and became the standard operating dqcumenfs for YETb in=school

#& programs. ,

Career Employment Experience: Transitiok,Services. Consortium LEA agree-

e

mists require that YETP in=-schoo! program delivergrs at a minimum provide the

. . ’
following transition services as part of their career employment experience

[N

_program: Counseling and guidance, career {nformation, and placement services. .

’

Other,reLFvant secyices are provided by Ehg}school distrfhts, either d}rectly
°© ¥ )

-

or tprodgh referrals, as they are needed by partic?pants. Each in-school
program is structured in such a way that LEA program del iverers and fhe indi-

vidual schaols of” sehpol districts within their intermediate districts coordi-

-

nate the delivery of program services. The main link in this delivery of

-

services is between YETP staff and schooigbased counselors. . ‘

& ~ An important part of the on-going gounseling and guidance services-pro-

'

vided to pafticipants is the assessment they receivéiupon entrance th° the

a v "

.prégram. ETP staff and individual school counselors are both.involved,'for

the most part, in this assessment process. During this initial assessment,
¢ . , ‘ v . ) .
participants are "tested ?%r career, interests, and their program needs are

identified. These interests and needs along with other information such¥as

work experience placement are recorded in each qartjcipadt?s “employabil{ty

e . ¢ : .
L3 . . . i)

~.



plan." Eqployability plans are then used coﬁtinually in the on-going counsel-

ing of participants{ and change as parficipant intereets, needs, and program
involvement change. The employability plans do not extensively document par- .
t:cnpant program involvement and vary in content among program deliverers, but

they are considered useful for documenting and monjtoring the qualltatfve d|-

mensions of program participation. In the first year of program implementation,
\ . -

these plans have also been an effective tool for maintaining a record of indi-

vidual participant performance, and progn"and career decision-making progress.

. : Perhaps the most. lmportant services affecting participant program perfor-
- mance and progress are job tnformatlon services. These services are provrﬁed
in all in-school,programs/throuz: career information seminars organized in

each school or school distfict YETP staff. Participants are usually in )
these seminars for one or two hours per week and are paid.the minimum hodrly

. .- . ¥ .o
wage for their attendance. Participants receive a wide range of employment

¢ services in these seminars in such areas as career exposure, capeer decision=
13 ! 1]

s

making, job finding shil]s, job application and resume,prepéq?tion, job inter-,

- view techniques, work environment, and interpersonal and communication skills.

N

¢ Career seminars are well recelved by participants. Initial pre- and post-test

resul ts’ of the Cohsortuum s knowledge development experlment generally indicate
,that sutdent; do indeed ;enefnt directly from the services and irnstruction
provided YETP staff likewise feels that the seminars are valuable to‘ihe

v
* participants, particularly the dlsadvantaged and those who have never been

< ’ -

- . employed ot are discouraged from seeking employment. LEA program admlnlstra-
4 ‘ ~ a
tors also‘feel that the seminars are an effective and successful way of intro-

o' ducnng career educatlon to the.partICIpauts. currICu]um--a need, they feel, g
) <;\thh extends far beyond those youths who constltute the CETA- ellgnble popula- \ e
, » «
thn., - . _‘ * s >
’ ' ‘ 2 ' ’ Ty ) o
. ° Q ‘& . ~

\‘1( ‘ . e . 183 * g >
L~ ‘ i .a ’ . ) ’
" < " " . : k]
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Combined placement efforts for transitioning participants into unsubsi-

\

dized employment are undertaken by YETP staff and by the‘placement services of

A .
individual schools and districts. Unlike other CETA programs, however. no
. . 5

‘ specific placement component has been built into the programs. The placement

rate for in-school program participants through August 1978, therefore,.was a

modest lO;percent, LEA program administrators point out, though, that this
w* . C.

o

placement rate is misleading, since it only accounts for those placements
whith took place immediately at program completion. - Other participants who .

graduate and obtain employment during the summer, or later in this year, or are

»

. w
transferred to SPEDY and then placed, are not incluﬁeg in this total. The

-

number of placements in these categories, they feel, are substantial. Neve<-
. N . . .

theless, area LEA's realize the need for increased emphasis on participant
/

L]

Placement at program termination. The majqg barriers hindeting the effective-

ness of placement efforts are institutional and financial. Some program admin-

istrators feel that preSently LEA placement services are not directly compati-

ble with CETA program placement expectatlons Finan¢ial constraints restrict
. .

them from structuring special program placement components that could effective-

ly match program termination with placement’ into unsubsidized jobs.

- —— -

'Work Experiencé. . In the YETP in-school career employment experience pro-_

M S

-grams, work experience positions, are, for the most part,*entry Jevel jobs for

-

which participants receive the hourly minimum- wage. The average number of T e

f
non- prOflt sector, andf where feasable, are related to partlcnpant career in-

.

hours worked éach week is usually ten. All posftion§~are l6cated inthe public j

s

terest in accord wuth the ,intended career- development and eﬁ%ancement goals of

9 - .

\\he YETP caree )oym@nt experience actlvnty. : )
G ’ R - ’ » >

A

Due to the rabld lmpleme:;j;ﬁon of YETP in.FY 1978 and, therefcre, a rela-

s« tively short nine months in opération, work expe lence positions consistent

l
s .
R4 - [ ’ - ;
N .
. -
. . - .
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with the legi®lative intent of YETP hdLe no?‘been develqped in all instances.

A}

lastead, LEA's have relied on traditional sources and types of youth employ-

&

nt as a basis fgf the establishment of YE?P:__ﬁirEeen'in Table 3, the distri-

‘ -5

4

bution of participant worksites in Tiqle 111 YETP in-school ‘programs is simi-

.

lar to that for Title | YEAP. A shift has occurred though from worksites in

. schools to sites at government locations. Fhe location of approximately one-
) ) . i . . .

fourth of YETP sites Qith govz;nment (as o#posed to about one-tenth in YEAP)

seems to suggest that LEA's afe increasing!y developing sites in the one allow-

‘

’ . : _ .
able segtor which offers the greatest numb;r of work experience ?lyernatlves.

4

The data in Table i, however, does not appear to completely substantiate the

effects of such a shift. While the percent distributidn of clerical occupa-

|
4

tions declined in YETP, the:percent of mai%tenance/cuétodial bositions in-

creased. The total ;or these two'categorﬁes was about 2.5 percent lower in
R 4

YETP than YEAP, Naﬁetheless, a.slight jncrease of about 2 percent did take

place from YEAP to YETP in the technical dccupations category. Although the

movements are slight, the directions indicated in the data seem positive. But
: . ' 3

-

after‘only nine months of program implementation any concluéion from this data,
L )

other than the appearance that the Title | YEAP structure was used to some

degree to meet the rapld -implementation demands of YETP, would be premagare
¥ . /
Program dellverers indicate that qthgr sngn|f|cant problems alsq.have
T 3
limited the potential .quality of worksites. Not all participants define a

< -

% - . * .
career interest or goal upon emtering the program. -For these participants the

’ . . \ . . . '
basic qualitative aspeets of their work experience ngh»as agquiring better

A S

. 2 . . ° :
work habits and expcSure to a work situation are valuable. [n cases where

' -

. career-related work ejperience can be arranged, transportation difficulties

s

sometimes pre&entgthé match Suchggroblems are part|cularly dlsconcertnng to

I . . N

rurally-located LEA's.- Pe\haps the most common and most serious problem ex-
. ) )
&

. . .
. -
3 -
g .
. . . N
.
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TABLE 3

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF LEA PARTICIPATION WORKSITES

-

BY CETA TITLE AND PROGRAM FY 1978

— X
Prog}am CETA Title I: YEA CETA Title IM1: YETP
Worksite L§A's . LFA's
. : A # 3 # . 2
School 205 77.6% | 380 . 65.0%-
Government’ 30 11.4% * 153 26.0%
Non-Profit Community ‘ ; . a ‘
Service_£fganization 29 11.0% - 50 9.0%
Other ¢ -t 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Total ' : 264 100.0% 583 100.0%
. , .
. TABLE 4 .
PERCENT DASTRIBUTION OF LEA PARTICIPANT OCCUPAT{ONS \
BY CETA TITLE ARD PRQGRAM: FY 1978
-, )
Program |~ CETA Title 1: YEA  CETA Titlelll: YETP
0co::upations',~ . LEA's LEA's -
— s * -8 # % * # b4
Clerical 91 | 3108 146 %5. 0%
Maintenance/Custod fal, 105 35.7% 229 | 39.3%
Recreation 14 14, 8% .28 4.8%
Teaching 34 11.5% 57 b 9.8%
Laborer 0 0.03 | y 1. 0.7%
Technical* ql\\\~ 3§ 12.2% ¢8§‘ 14, 4% 7
Service w B 14< 4.8% 35 . 6.0% °
Other .0 0.0% ‘o | o0.0%
Total 264 100.0% 583 100.0%
. ! hd

“*Technical work experience occupations include jobs,in which the participant
receives exposure to specific skilled occupational areas primarily as aides
in such areas as nursing, printing, library work, therapy,. farming and land~

scapdng.

.
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pressed by LEA program deliverers is the lim\tation of the career employment

N
experience activity to the public non-profit sector. Such a restrictiq;_pre-

. , .
cludes the development of worksites in the private sector where, LEA's feel,

the most alternatives for careér-re]ated work experience are located.
N .

Qevertheless, LEA's are aware that%ﬁhe emphasis in YETP, both through
Consortium policy and federal constractual.obligations, remains on career;
related work expecie%ce. School officials express confidegze that the full
incdrgoratién of YETP concepts and activities inté LEA delivery systems will
evolve over a period of time. The“present YETP in-school program structure

. of combined transition services and work experience in their view generally is

the best approach to insuring the development of the career employment experi-

ence program activity.
/‘\ * "- -
Academic Credit. Consortium LEA agreements emphasize the need to provide

°

" academic.credit in YETP, and encourage granting such credit, where feasible,

i
. + )

" for program participation or for competénties derived from such participation.
In"all instances, in-éthool YEfP program deliverers are responsible for ar-
ranging academic cred[t through the school disFricts in their jurisdicfiohs.

The Chty of Lansing School Districé (LSD), the only sthool district nét
indirectl9 represented by an intermediate school disé%igt in the deliveny of

a YETP in-school program, is the only program deliverer which has established
. ' . A
a uniform prdécedure for granting academic credit/to YETP participants. In the

LSD program, barticip;nts typically receive two credits for satisfactory com-

s pletion of caréer inﬁprmation seminars and work experience; participanté may

flso receive one additional credit for remedial course work related to an

' v . +

Q - Al ~
employment objective. The three intermediate school district program deﬂfvgr-

* -

ers arrange for participant academic credit through the #chool districts in

their jufisdictions. Aﬁrangéments for acaéf;ic,credit have not been,established
" - . v r'd v
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in all of the programs of the intermediate school districts, since such poli-

[}

. o
cies are not acceptable to all school districts in the intermediate areas.

Some school districts feel that granting academic credit ‘for these activities
P -
would dnlute thenr present academic reqynrements for high school educatnon

This stance has’created some dnffnculty in incorporating YETP career infor=-
mation seminars into the curriculum of participants. It has likewise created
situations in which career seminars can only be offered afte; school hours, ’
thus reducing participant attendance and tBe overall effectivenéss of this

transition service. In those school districts where academic credit Ras been

arranged, it is usually granted only for participation in career seminars.

At the intermediate school district level of YETP implementation, the instances

of granting academic credit for work experience particiﬁation or the gaining
E 4
of competencies' have béen minimal./l >t

-

Rrogram Problems and Prospects for Fiscal Year 1979. 1Although LEA pro-

gram deliverers, like all youth program deliverers, are expecfing to make
difficult operational adjustments at the outset of FY 1979, they remain confi-

dent of continuing to move present programs towdrd the concepts contained in
' ’ ? s \ ?
YETP in-school programs. LEA's point out, nonetheless, that many of the pro-
* 7

grammatic and institutional problems experienced in FY 1978 will persist in
the next year. Programmatically, local expectations for YETP work experience

activities regain high, but alternatives for devel&ping direct YETP and pri-

~

vate sector links for ‘improving the quality of work experience do not seem
appa;ent. ‘Institutionally, the effectiveness of incorporating the career edu-

~ cation and placement services of YETP into school currlculums and adginistra- .

<

tions at the local’ school and intermediate’ school d:strnct levels contlnues\ V},
“to depend prlmarnly on the acfeptance and prlornty the programs recetva;nn the

¢
¢

school system. , ‘ - _ .

* .




LEA's are also Jooking at other program alternatives within their own

. . N
systems tQ further improve in-school CETA youth programs and to coordinate

" such efforts more effectively with.established school-basedoemployment and

training programs.” Unfortunately, the ability of.LEA's to bring about such
, ¢ [ X, [

improvements and coordination has been impaired in FY 1979 due to the
reduction iﬁ funding and to their limited planning capacify. But almost all

Lansing LEA program deliverers see viable opportunjties for change and future
coordination, particularly in relation tq vocatjonal education and coopera-

e

tive education programs. The Lansing School District, the most experienced

. a > *, .
rea LEA youth program deliverer, presently incorporates d vocational educa- y s
e
[} + °

ion classroom training component into its career employment experience pro-

gram. .Thus, some participants not only receive related employment services

and work experience, but also career-related skill training. Given the right

.
-

circumstances, Lansing School Ojstrict plans to use its CETA programlportun-
u

ities as a foundation for expanding these present activities and eve®tually g

&

aiding the transition of pariicipant% into unsubsidized employment even while
*
they are still in school. Under such aoalan Lansing School District would

operate a *four-part program delineated by school year and designed for econom-

M -

ically disadvantaged youths#s In essepce, thii/plan would include: (1) using
]
the Title | YEAP as an inqgme maintenance progrgm for eligible 9th graders -

e

during their first year of program participation; (2) transitioning YEAP g!iti-
h A}

.

»

cipants to YETP career eﬁployment experience activities in the second vyear;
. .. ' . "

‘(3)isubsiéizing one~half of the third year of p;ogfam part{cipation through
CETA for céregr employment experience and the other half.th;;ugh vocational
edqcatibn'funds for/spécific partiqipant sk{ll tr;ininé;'gna"(h)'fransitioning'
parficipants in their 4;ast year of high schoof into’nsul;sidi'z_ed bri‘v;teysec-

tor employment: or_pub1ic if appropriate, through the LEA cooperat%Ve or dis-

. 189 - S
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tributive educition program.,
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however, their program designs are not

’ - 3
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14

Other area LEA's envnsnon similar programming;

* 9 ¢

as far advanced. Given' the present

- ~ )

fhndlng and planning limitations, the movément of all the Lansing LEA's in

such d|rect|ons wnll be, hampered but not- stopped in FY l979

b,
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Corporate, Union, Educatlonal,

e
and Manpower Cooperation in Support

ing Programs: The €Case of the Detroit

B

-

ln looking at éorp rate, union, and educational cooperation Within

ot

the Detroit metropolitan area,
Such tugging and hauling 7in oppositesd

especially’

°

people. However, current initiatives

increased cooperation, thoughtnot.as a result of any grand design or any single

L] -
e kd

influential coordinator.

ly organlzed and developed.

e

The Role of the Schools

son of the Detroit Public Schools (DPS

relations between the schools and t

New Directions.

bine various educational offerings with previously ident {fied jobs din the pri-

vate- sector.

in an area occupied by 'such an immense number- of organizations and

In March of l977

xheiword that immediately surfaces is !'turf.!!

N

irections should not be surprising,

1
e e gy e @ R -
are bringing about some momentum For

’,

ol

These initlé&lves'Jge for the most part spontaneous-

©
@

v

E)

) landﬂout % framework for |moroved

private sector in a proposal entntled

] \a‘

. The thrust of this program |s,’whenever appropriate, to com=

q °

The plan calls for improved vocational education which will be ..

augmented by five, area.vocational educatnon centers, occupational |nformat|on

3

relevant to lotal Tabor market COndltlbns, exploratory expernence in the pri-

vate sector, and‘improved guidance and
work.”

Detroit, Inc.

~ membership includes some of Detroit's most influential private and public

1 4

sector officials, gave considerable’ impetus to this ipitiative.

P4

coun§el|ng sensitive to’ the world of
". A -

'""New Dlrectnon§'has received endorsements from the Mayor and New )

!

The latter ] Economnc/Employment and Education Committee, whose’ ]

4
‘e

For its‘part

Superintendent Arthur Jeffer-
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8eneral Motors launched a program to place Detroit Public School counselors -

in an industrial setting and thereby sensitiZ€ them to the employment demands

!

of the marketplace. The mayor and the Detrq}; Public Schools have now defined

the mission of the City's Renaissance High Schogl to tie it more closely to
. : . .
the employment needs of the private sector. All in all, "New Directions' thus

‘

seems headed in the right.direction. . y

The Role of Business. 1In a separate but related initiative, General Motors

Corporation has moved forward with two innovative ideas that will inevitably
{ >

ingrease cooperation between the public and private sectors. It recently ini-

.tiated on a statewide basis the Joint Council on Economic Growth which has as.

its major thrust career education. The Council consists primarily of corpor-

- ] -
ate representatives, but alsg includes union'members. Willard Cheek, Public

. R “

Re]atlons Head of General Motors, provsded the group with its first check for

]

$i5, 000 and hgs been spearheadlng the drive. The Detroit Chamber, of Commerce

]

" has ‘also informally pledged its cooperation. The nonprofit Council's purpose

will be to make recommendations on resources allocated to .graups for career

. . -~ .-r

ceducation. While the group'é efforts qpmaWn in the planning stage, its inter-

gb =3 R 4 - «
. *est in encouraging a networ\km“izations throughout Michigan to promote
scareer e&pcét' h is a significant departufe imwscope from more ]imifizfgift
. =Pe . ! : .
efforts. : i . “ i : T,
. . ' oy et “,. \ o ¢ ) B :
o addltlon, Genemal Motors and’gpventy Thousand and One, lncorporated
-t N "’ I 1 Y L " . ) -‘g
. will, soonqopgn a pre-empﬂoyment nraﬂ?Lng center f°2¢fn school and out-of—
\: school youths Thé Ceﬁ%?r W|Il»pre %é youtther SPECIfl.lJObS° Funding ?%ﬁ
". 4‘)‘ { * , -3 H p .4,,1 .
the center w;ll come lﬁltialﬁy ﬁrom Genequ,Moto?s, which wnl1 conrrlbutg

3
. - ~

$500 000’ over three _yea’rs.f The Mmh]\gan Departrpent ypof 'L%Por, th} Gover—»'

-,
T
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o> youth %unemployment with (ncreased cooperation. "They are, however, leery of

v
)
.o
Q
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¥
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b institutions has\been organized to ‘guide the center's devélopment. The pro-

N .
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Mayne State Universilt.y." - . . v 7.
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) Another organization reflectung the views and the stance’ of . the pr|vate

> o e vy o2
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sector on manpower issues is the Natu,onal Alliance of Bug;ﬁiressmen (HAB). The - \
X

c® st

Metro Detroit NAB operatlon was, for =all Intents and purposes ; '9n0perat°ive“ -,

= ' R e

durlng the mld-Seventles. Durlng that time |t was not glven the attentign

5 .

by the "Blg Three” that it enJoyed when anutlally orgamzed The mor'aTe of

v oA )

staFf charged wg:h keepmgﬂthe operatlon aln%h@ sagged as it recenved ljt- ¢
9 I s . R M
tle guldance and, superwsuon. . However, wi th the.nncreased emphaSLs by tvhe v o ’
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FederalrgoveQnment on programs ‘for the dnsadvantaged youths, ang- veterans-- ) vy
AR -~ e v * v . .

three of the ;rlncnpal target groups ‘Servuced by NAB--pressu.re has been brought.g

to bear.,on the "Big’Th1re‘e" to re,v;tal .e Meero Detro|t Off\fe, T.h|§ pres- e '
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e “_v ’ The" Role of Labor. The'labor fmions too have seen the need to' respond to’%

. n “ .

expanded federal programs in.light of their oncreased mlnnmum wage requurernents.
.,' " These stlpulations are viewed as having a duled’S impact on the rights that
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TN the union has gained for skilled and unskllled laborers.' They are said to

feel more comfortable cooperating in manpower efforts when they have played ’
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a decision-making,rqle, so perhaps it is not surprising that the labor unions
: A )

- A

_ -

have chosen to-involve themselves in ‘Tocal commnunity work-education councils.

In the Detroit metropolitan area, two work-education councils exjst--dne in )

) f

southeastern Michigan which serves the western half of Wayne County and the

other in the central Detroit area. These councils are comprised of area busi-

N )

ness, labor, education and government representatives who are undertaking to

increase cooperation between the sectors in order to stimulate more and im-
A .

A

proved programs that transition youths from schools and training to work. The

3
]

AFL-CIQ reprgsentagive on one“of these councils is functionidg as vice-presi-

dent of the board. The U.A.w.ognd the Communication Workers of the World are

also participating. Labor has éegn the need to establisﬁ linkageé, and .appears

L)
. Yo -
to view the neutral forum provndedf?y the gonthly meetings-of the work-educa- .

tion council as-an appropriate medihm_through which- to act. National]y,NZI

communities are experimenting Migh such work-education councils under the

aegis of the National Manpowsr Institute. Even at this’ early stage in their.

~ ~
development, interesting differences hawe emerged in the priorities set by the

two Detroit Counci,ls that are working in such different economic and employ-

ment environments. : In suburban Livonia, .ﬁfor example, the Council has found

that it needs a resource direcipry to draw together the, numerous resources
- . e :

already available, while in central Detroﬁt the indigenous Council quickly

agreed on the importance of focusing on job creation.

New Federal Initiatives Involving the Private Sector Gravitate td Detroit

[y

in the Pilot Stage. Detroit waé an early winner in the grint competition for

9

funds available under the Youth Incentive Entitlement Pilot Project (YIEPP).

Private sector involvement in the YIEPP program began during the planning

stage in November, 1977 with a substantial commitment from numerous companies

rl

. throughout the metropolitan'argé'to'provide several thousand-part-time and

L S . -
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' )
full-time jobs to youths participating in the program.

Unfortunate%y, the full potential of the commitment has yet to be fully
developed In Tts |n|t|al five months, Detront s YIEPP program has onTy
placed a small-number of thevapprpximaVeIY 4,000 youths enrolled in the pro-
éram witﬂ private sector organizations and businesseé. This can be attributed
largely. to two factors. First, a delay of several months ensued’in.placind
enrolled youths with private~-for-profit 6rganiza:Tan uatil én‘adequate'plan
could' be formulated to deal with the substitution issue. Second, confusion
arose over the length of time a youth's salar; could be subsidized by the
Eedqral government if the individual worked for a private~-for-profit organizai
tion. Priar to the program's inception, private sector representatiVe; were
under the impré%sion that the YIEPP proéram would pasy all of the wages earned’
by those youths participating in the program who were assigned to private-for-
prof it businesses. When it was learned that the pfivate-for-pr;¥{t employer
would have to begin payiné a percentage of the YIEPR employee's wages after
a speciffed period of time, soﬁe private sector employers who had plgnned to
participate in the program reconsidered and subsequently-withdre@.
& Although all of the YIEPP projects were shut down during Septeﬁber and
part of October 1978, it is expected that YIEPP of%?:}als wilk call upon organ-
izations like New Detroit and the Greater Detroif Chamber of Commerce to assist
in increasing the number of youths placed with private sector organizations
when the érogram becomes operational aggin. Thus, the potential for increasihg.
private sector involvement in YEDPA in 1579 through the YIEPP program looks
promising. ‘ ¢

Private sector involvement in YEDPA through YETP has been limited. Chrys-

ler Learning, Inc., a subsidiary of Chrysler .Corporation, represe?ts the only

major involvement by a private sector firm in the YETP program. Chrysle( has

¢
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A

three YETP programs which deal with in-school and out-of-school youths. To
g -

increase private sector involvement in YETP programs, some manpower experts
who work with employers feel that greater efforts will hdve to be made to sell
the program'and to show prospective businesses how they can successfully ’

apply. Many potential contractors are not comfortable with the restrictions

N

*which are placed on the YETP programs. Others do not know how to deal with
the knowledge development component, insurance requirements, various reimburse=-
ment catégories, and equipment expenses connected witR the YETP programs.

Additional ordunizations représenting or reflecting .the views of the

e .

private sector which have been involved with 'YEDPA are the Greater Detroit

Chamber -of Commerce, the Centfal Business District Association and New Detroit,
. ‘ \ N F

Inc. All threé were involved in late 1977 in contacting and securing the

v several thousand private sector job commitments needed to complete Detroit's

reducation, ‘'training, and manpower programs. - \

proposal for YIEPP funding. Throughout the subsequent year, New Detroit's

[y

Employment/Economic Action Committee, chaired byhThohas A. Murphy, Chairman
of the.Board of General Motars Corporation, closely monitored thg progress
and probl;ms of "YIEPP. .

Not only did the City 8f Detroit win one of the Youth iIncentive Entitle-
'ment Pilot Project;, but i£ also bécame an early provin§ ground for the new
Privgte‘Sector Initiatives Program (PSIP). CODM began its version of P§IP
éiong with thirty-four other communities in August 1978. Like YlEPP’ th[s_nga
mechanism is iﬁ%ended partly to stréngthen relations between CETA and the:‘

B . iy

business community. Both awards underscore the extent to which Detroit's

private sector is at least groping towards a more effective relationship with

N

4

" In assessing_the current level of private sector cooperation, it appears

that ,independent moves are afoot and are in need of a focal point. The new

.
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. - .
. Private Sector Initiatives Program (PSIP)- is shaping up.to be another vehicle.

Under the Department of Labor, PSIP is intended to strengthen relationships

LY )

betwéen CETA and the business community. Nationaily, 400 million dollars will
be allocated for each of the next two years to encourage the dgvelopﬁent of
more jobs .in the private seétbr. The PSIP will be aqgménted by Private Industry
Councils (PIC's) that will be composed of'private business and labor ?eprésen-
tatives. The Nationah Alliance of Businessmen (NAB) has been identifted in

the legislation to provide technical asgistance to prime sponsors in implement-

’

ing the pfogram. L

3

Mayor Coleman Young has recommended-to the City of Detroit Manpower De-
partment (CODM) that PSIP be tied very closely to his economic development

focus for Detroit. CODM has identified pbtiptial counci ! members but the pro-

{
=~ gram is still in an early stage of development. The Wayne County (balance

of county) prime sponsor has moved forward with at least a framework for PSIP!

\

The Work-Education Council of Southeastern Michigan and the Central Metropoli-
tan Detroit Work-Education Council .have been idengified to assist the County

prime sponsor in the program.

®

. A Promising But as Yet Unfested Confluence of Private Sector Interest in
> < 7 N B
Employment and Training. All in all, there is a confluence ingghe Detroit

metropolitan area of several separate and distinct initiatives intended to
combine corporate, union, and educational representatives’ in cooperative ven+

tures. The spectre, from the standpoint of national pol icymaking, hovers:

-

overhead of the limited success achieved nationally in the sixties by the

National Alliance of Businessmen'g Job Opportunities ip the Business Sector
g . .

program, but there are some hopeﬂpl signs in the new Detroit attempts. The

public sector--including both manpower and schbol ?fficials--is intégré;fy

involved here from the Beginning, and thus is in a b;tter position'to bring

’e .
- - - .
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4 its considerable expertise and resources ipto play. The businessmen are also E
Co . ] o _ ’ |
) evincing more willingness to accept federal funds which is probably a construc~ | .
|
M |

. -

tive step, since such money may periodically serve as an inc%ﬁtive to revive
% ¥
flagginQ‘Sentiment. ?urthermorg,'the new groups are thinking in terms of
v N /

Iong-tgrm goals and institutional deJeIopments rathe; than rapid but sometimes |

superficial progress. The steps also reflect a mood of Renaissance and hope

that Mayor Coleman Young/, Henry, Ford and other community influentials have

5

devoted considerable energy to brfné\back to this city so beleaguered just
ten years ago: The involvement of these major political and economic actors

is pargdrulariy significant, since tying together these several .efforts will

-

pose a challenge to leadership in the year ahead. Whatever the result, De-

troit has glearly bet more of its manpower chips than most other prime sponsor .

- \ «

jurisdictions on taking this apparent interest expressed by EheAprivate

sector and running with it.

‘e

5. Adapting YEDPA to a Centralized Operational System: The Case of
KalamazooCounty. '

The Upjohn irstitute for Employment Research was among the first

- ‘. '
manpower agencies in the country to utili{s\? centralized delivery system for

v
>

both adults and youths. Kalamazoo County has relied on such a system since

the inception of CETA. The system undergoes constant review and modification;

however, the basic structure has remained unchanged. The rationate for such
* a centralized system is to minimize duplication of services, reduce admimistra-
. \‘ ,
tive cost, provide more comprehensive services and, perhaps most important to

©

the local program operation, to insure accountability, responsibility and con-

trol. . ’ Q \

3 ° o . 7

Ear)# Youth Programming. Establishes a Managemeni Pattern. Youth Opppgf

tunities Unlimited (YOU), a division of the Kalamazoo Valley Intermediate -

’

>
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School District (KVISD), was selected as the prime spbcbntractor for providing

¢

service delivery 'to youths, primarily because of its experience in dealing

.

with disadvantaged youths and its Iinkade with all local.écnool districﬁff
During the first year of operation, F;scal Year 1974, both in-school and out-
of‘scheol components were implemented. Thesé’tomponent designe‘were patterned
after the Nelghborhood Youth Congs in which YOU had atso been |nvolved» Since
the program remained relatively smadl at that time, iL was not until YOU ast
sumed additional responsibility for\administration°of the summer program that
the_CETAbAdvisory Council began to pay mere atteﬂtf;n to youth programs.

Since the summer program was eesigned ﬁrimanily for in-school youths and
the overall Fundlng For youths.constituted only a small portion of the Funds
0b1|gated at the local level, the Fiscal Year 1976 program eliminated the |n-

school component f rom the year-round program. Thns cninge was mainly in

response to limited Fundlng and the philosophy that the CETA: emphasns should
1

be on unemployed |nd|vnduals seeking work and that the funding available would

be more appropriatelyﬂ;til?zea if directed towards the out-of-éthool youths.

N3 ; - . ’ ' ’ -

The Emergence of YEDPA. In early Fiscal Year 1978, it was clear that a

federal emphasis on youths, accompanied. by more extensive funding, was FortHE

coming. As in the past, program édministratgrs perceived that the existing

.

system, in its basic form, could be adapted to the necessary changes; and
after years of nurturing and improvément of the present delivery system proce=~

dures, it was dete}mined that to build an entirely new system would not be in

the best interest.of Kalamazoo County or its clients. £onsequently, the Prime

Sponsor early in the year began consideration of how the exlstnng system could
be adapted. Recognizing the potential danger in moving too quickly, program

administrators placed primary